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PREFACE 

Introduction 

The San Juan/San Miguel Final Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 

Statement (RMP/ElS) Is an entire’reprlnt of the Draft RMP/EIS, Incorporating numerous 

changes and corrections that resulted from comments on the Draft and changes in BLM pol icy 

since the Draft was written. Appendix Ten includes letters from people and organizations 

canmentlng on the Draft RMP/ElS, the transcripts of the oral testltrony given at the public 

hearings on the Draft FNP/ElS (held in late June and early July 19841, and responses to 

those canments. Those of you who camrented on the Draft are encouraged to turn to 

Appendix Ten to see how your conments were hand led. 

Significant Changes Between the Draft and Final 

In most cases, cunmants required corrections or clarifications to the text. These 

changes have been made and general ly do not significantly alter the analysis but simply 

clarify it for you, the reader. In other cases, the analysis has been expanded to add new 

lnfotmat ion in response to canments. The following discussion outlines the major 

differences between the Draft and the Final RMP/ElS (by resource): 

Proposed Plan 

The Proposed Plan was developed fran the alternatives identified and evaluated in the 

Draft RMP/EIS. While it closely follows the Preferred Alternative of the Draft, several 

s Ign if icant changes have been made In response to pub1 lc cantwants or as a result of 

changes in BLM pol icy. 

Livestock Grazing 

The No Grazing Subalternative to the Resource Conservation Alternatlve has been 

rewritten in response to public comments to clarify the impacts associated with this 

a lternat Ive. 

Minerals 

The Draft RMP/ElS recommended that several areas not be leased for oil and gas values 
due to conflicting resource values and limitatlons on directionally drilling those 

;esources. These areas have been changed from a no-leasing category to a no-surface 
occupancy leasing stipulation, based on recent changes in BLM policy. Protecting the 
surface resource values wil I still occur, but industry may now use any technology to 
develop the oil and gas resources that are available now or will be available in the 

future. 

Cultural Resources 

Two new cultural emphasis areas have been added to protect significant values present 

at the Lightnlng Tree Tower Group and the Hanging Flume (see Chapter 2 for narrative). 



PREFACE 

WI I d Horses 

In response to several public comments and after ELM review, it has been decided that 

the wild horses present in the planning area should be removed. This removal wil I provide 

future management options and also will protect fragile resources present in the wild 

horse herd areas. 

Changes Not Incorporated in the Final RMP/EIS 

Level of Detail 

Several canments requested quantitative and site-specific information especial ly 

related to the dlscussion of envlronmental impacts in Chapter Three. The majority of 
these camnents appear to have resulted from a misunderstanding of the ELM planning system. 

A mistake often made is to assume that the RMP should contain enough detail to allow 
immediate design and implementation of field projects. It would be impossible to 

accomplish that level of plannlng on a million acres of public land, given the present 

time and budget constraints. ELM uses the activity plans by program (range, wildlife, 

etc.) to provide the site-speclf lc detail needed to complete projects as personnel and 

funds are made ava ilable. 

Maps 

The alternative maps that accompanied the Draft RMP/EIS were not revised. They are 

incorporated in their entirety by reference in the Final RMP/ElS. 
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introduction 

Four alternatives are considered in detail in this Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EiS), three of which--Current Management (no action), 

Resource Conservation, and Resource Utilization--were developed to explore a reasonable 

range of a iternat Ives. The fourth alternative--the Preferred Alternative, herein cai led 

the wProposed Pian,lj incorporates portions of the Current Management, Resource Conserva- 

tlon. and Resource Ut I I ization aiternat Ives and general iy represents a balanced approach 
to resource management. They were developed as multiple use alternatives and are 

realistic, implementable and comply with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Bureau 

of Land Management (BLM) planning regulations. 

Proposed Plan 

introduct ion 

The Proposed Plan balances competing demands by providing goods and services while 

protecting important and sensitive environmental values. The goal of this alternative is 

to change present management to the extent necessary to meet statutory requ\rements and 
policy canmitments and to resolve identified issues in a balanced, cost-effective manner. 

The following discussion describes the overai I management that would result from impie- 

meriting this alternative. 

Seventy-one Allotment Management Plans (AMPS) would be developed on approximately 

810,000 acres. The estimated cost for range improvements required to implement this 

alternative is approximately $1 mli lion. Authorized livestock use In the planning area 

could increase in the long term. The projected result of al I adjustments would be an 

initial reduction of 22,461 AUMs (332) frcm current active preference (see Giassary). in 

the long term, livestock use would be projected to increase to 73,601 AUMs or 13 percent 

above current active preference. This aiternat ive could result in beneficial, long-term 

impacts to livestock operators because of increases In livestock production. Designating 
the Sacred Mountain area as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), now cai led 

the Anasazi Culture Multiple Use Area, could have long-term, positive impacts to livestock 

management due to increased monitoring and supervision. 

This alternative could result in long-term improvements in ecological vegetation 

condition covering the entire planning area. That portion of the area in excel lent 

condition wouid remain unchanged, while the percentage in good condition would increase 

fran 3 percent to 8 percent, and the percentage in fair condition would Increase fran 23 

percent to 26 percent. Poor condition sites would decrease from 39 percent to 31 percent. 

Wildlife habitat would be managed to support the current population levels of 20,000 

deer and 1,600 ei k, subject to the ava iiabi I i ty of manpower and funds to canpiete neces- 

sary wildlife habltat improvements. Pronghorn antelope would increase to 300 an imais and 

the reintroduction of 300 bighorn sheep in the Dolores River Canyon would be ai lowed. 

Protective stipulations for threatened and endangered (T&E) species would be provided. An 

estimated $528,000 would be necessary to complete the improvements and Habitat Management 

Plans (HulPs) projected under this alternative. Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions 
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should improve significantly, covering the majority of the planning area. T&E species 
would benef I t fran the provided protect ion. Long-term positive impacts to WI ldli fe ecu Id 

occur from designating the Sacred Mountain area an ACEC due to more intensive management. 

Aquatic and riparian habitat would be improved on the following rivers and their 

tributaries (in priority order): the upper San Miguel, the upper Dolores, and the lower 

San Miguel. An estimated $233,000 is projected to develop HMPs and to implement necessary 

improvements. Long-term positive impacts on 94 miles of aquatic and riparian habitat 

could be realized under this alternative. Intensive livestock and wildlife management 

would improve an additional 306 miles of habitat. 

Managing the Silverton Special Recreation Management Area (SI+IA) would continue. The 

Dolores River Canyon would be managed as an SF&IA and an allocation system for visitor use 

would be implemented. Recreation management plans for both Si+iAs wou id be developed. The 

McElmo Research Natural Area would be maintained and the proposed mineral withdrawal would 

be removed. 

Protect ing and enhancing recreation resources by management and imposing development 
restrictions could have long-term positive Impacts to recreation and overall would con- 

tinue to provide the settings and opportunities most desired by the public. Wilderness 

designation could have both positive and negative long-term impacts to recreation oppor- 

tun ities and settings. 

The Dolores River Canyon WSA (approx. 28,539 acres) wou Id be recunmended for wi ider- 

ness des ignat ion ; as a result, over the long term, wilderness values would generally be 
maintained. The other seven WSAs would be returned to muitlple use management under 

various other emphases resulting in a loss of wilderness values for those areas. 

Ninety-three percent of the total acreage ava i labie for oi I and gas cons iderat ion 
would be open to development without lease stipulations. Approximately four percent would 

be open to development with lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) to protect wildlife, 

cultural resources, and retreat ion va I ues. Less than three percent of the total acreage 

would be closed to leasing because of deslgnatlng the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilder- 

ness. Approximately 34,000 acres (3%) of the area would be closed to mineral entry. An 

estimated 46,000 acres (1.5 billion tons) of the Durango Known Recoverable Coal Resource 

Area (KRCRA) and 1,480 acres (26.6 million tons) of the Nucla KRCRA would be available for 
coal leasing and 100 percent of the East Cortez KRCRA would not be presently avai labie for 

leasing or development during the term of this plan. It could stil I be considered for 

leasing in the future, subject to a plan amendment being completed. This alternatlve 

would result in significant, long-term adverse impacts to mineral development because of 

withdrawals from mineral entry and from no leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations. 

This alternative would provide continued protection and management to important 

cultural sl tes and areas. Overal I long-term benef 1 ts could occur because of the protec- 

tive withdrawals and stipulations to mineral development. Designating the Anasazi Culture 

Multiple Use Area as an ACEC could have long-term positive impacts to cultural resources. 

The Tabeguache Creek area would be managed as a Outstanding Natural Area. 

Land act ions (through sales, exchange, or title transfer) could be allowed on approx- 

imately 21,800 acres or 2.2 percent of the public lands in the planning area, a long-term 

impact which would improve the efficiency of management on al I BLM-retained lands. 
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All wild horses would be removed from the Naturlta Ridge and Sprlng Creek Basin herd 

areas. There would be negative impacts to wild horse vlewing. Positive, long-term 

impacts to vegetat Ion, I I vestock grazi ng , and wildlife resources could occur as a result 
of removing the w i I d horses. 

Intensive timber management on approximately 10,960 acres would be provided. The 

estimated al lowabie harvest would be 6.5 mil lion board feet (MMBF) per decade. An 

additional 42,130 acres would be managed to provide woodland products, creating an 

estimated allowable harvest of 6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade. Inslgnlf lcant 

production losses due to proposed and existing management could occur. Over the long 

term, improved management could result In increased wood fiber production. 

Approximately 65,000 acres of intensive watershed management would be Implemented to 

reduce erosion and sediment yields. To reduce salinity in the Colorado River, 46,000 

acres would be intensively managed. Long-term signif icant decreases in erosion, sediment, 

and salinity yields could occur. Mun lcipal and domest lc water sources wou Id be protected. 

Improving fire management in a natural ecological setting would occur. Natural 

successional changes in vegetation communities would be enhanced. 

Pubi ic lands would be designated 79 percent open, 11 percent I imited, and 10 percent 
closed to ORVs. 

Increased revenues are projected fran mineral resources and recreation; however, no 

significant socioeconomic impacts In the planning area would occur as a result of this 

a Iternatlve. 

Resource Conservation Alternatlve 

Introduct ion 

This ecological iy preferred alternative provides management direction to enhance 

nonconsumptive natural resource values. Multiple resource uses wil I continue in most 
areas; however, some areas may al low I lmited use or may be closed to speci f ic resource 

uses, such as mineral development or access through sensitive wildlife areas. Projects 
that enhance resource values such as Improving wildlife and riparlan areas would receive 

priority. The foIlawing discussion describes the overall management that would result 

from Implementing this alternative. 

Fifty-three AMPS would be developed on approximately 694,000 acres, wlth the 

estimated cost for range improvements required to implement this aiternat ive $430,000. 

Authorized livestock use in the planning area would be significantly reduced. The 
projected result of all adjustments would be an initial reduction of 29,062 AUMs (45%) 

from current active preference. In the long term, livestock use would be projected to 

decrease to 43,160 AUMs, or 33 percent below current active preference. Implementing thls 
alternative could result in a significant monetary loss to llvestock operators due to 

lowered I ivestock production in both the short and the long term. 

5 



SUMMARY 

Impacts of this alternative could be long-term improvements in ecological vegetation 

conditions covering the entire planning area. That portion of the area In excel lent con- 

dition would remain unchanged; however, the percentage of the area in good condition would 

increase fran 3 percent to 5 percent, while the percentage in fair condition would 

increase from 23 percent to 24 percent. Poor condition sites would decrease from 39 

percent to 36 percent. 

Wildlife habitat would be managed to support current population levels of 20,000 deer 

and 1,600 elk. Pronghorn antelope would increase to 300 animals and the reintroduction of 

300 bighorn sheep in the Dolores River Canyon would be al lowed. Protective stipulations 

would be provided for T&E species. An estimated $358,000 would be necessary to complete 

the improvements and projected HMPs. Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions would 

improve over the majority of the planning area and T8E species would benefit from the 
provided protect ion. 

The aquatic and riparian habitat would be Improved on the follcwing rivers and their 

tributaries (in priority order): the upper San Miguel, the upper Dolores, and the lower 

San Miguel. An estimated $473,000 is projected to develop HMPs and implement necessary 

improvements. Long-term, positive impacts on 249 miles of aquatic and riparian habitat 

could be realized under this alternative. 

Managing the Silverton Sf+IA would be continued. The Dolores River Canyon would be 

managed as an SRMA and a limited allocation system for visitor use would be implemented. 

Recreation management plans for both SFMAs would be developed. 

Protecting and enhancing recreation resources by management and development restric- 

tions could have long-term, positive impacts to recreation and overall would continue to 

prmide the settings and opportunities most desired by the public. Wilderness designation 

could have both positive and negative, long-term impacts to retreat ion opportunities and 
settings. 

Al I eight WSAS would be reccmmended for wilderness designation. As a result, wi Ider- 

ness values would be generally maintained over the long term on 102,601 acres in the 

planning area. 

Under this al ternat ive, 90 percent of the total considered acreage would be open for 

oil and gas leasing and development without lease stipulations. Approximately two percent 

would be open to development with lease stipulation (no-surface occupancy) to protect 

wildlife, cultural, and retreat ion values. Approximately 8 percent of the total acreage 

would be closed to leasing primarily due to wilderness designation. Approximately 13 
percent of the public land would be closed to mineral entry under this alternative. An 

estimated 34,000 acres (943 million tons) in the Durango KRCRA would be available for coal 

leasing. All of East Cortez and Nucla KRCRAs would not be ava i table for leaslng or 

development. Sign if lcant long-term, adverse impacts to mineral development due to the 
withdrawals from mineral entry and from no leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations 

could result. 

This alternative would provide continued protection and management emphasis to 

important cultural sites and areas. Overal I long-term benefits could occur due to 

protective withdrawals, stipulations on mineral development, and wilderness designation. 

There could be some adverse impacts to cultural resources due to increased visitor use in 

designated WI I derness areas. 
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Under this alternative, land disposal (through sales, exchanges, or title transfer) 

would be al lowed on approximately 18,000 acres or 1.8 percent of the public lands in the 

planning area, a long-term Impact which would improve the efficiency of management on al I 

ELM-retained lands. 

Seventy-five wild horses in the Spring Creek Basin herd area and 50 wild horses in 

the Naturita Ridge herd area would be intensively managed. Wild horses could be managed 

at healthy, viable levels in both areas. Beneficial impacts to wild horse viewing and 

supplemental values of wild horses In the McKenna Peak WSA would occur. 

Intensive timber management on approximately 7,930 acres would be provided. The 

estimated al lowable harvest would be 4.7 MMBF per decade and an additional 35,170 acres 

would be managed to provide woodland products, creating the estimated al lowable harvest of 

5.3 MMBF (10,600 cords) per decade. Over the long term, improved management could lead to 

increased wood fiber production. 

Intensive watershed management consisting of 78,000 acres would be implemented to 

reduce erosion and sediment yields. Approximate1 y 30,000 acres would be managed to reduce 

salinity In the Colorado River. Long-term, signif icant decreases in erosion, sediment, 

and salinity yields could occur. Municipal and domestic water sources would be protected. 

There could be potential losses of opportunities for erosion, sediment, and salinity 

control work In designated wi I derness areas. 

Improved fire management in a natural ecological setting would occur and natural 

successional changes in vegetation communities would be enhanced. 

Wilderness designation would a;verseIy af feet access on approximately 102,601 acres. 
Public lands would be designated 80 percent open, 6 percent Ilmited, and 14 percent closed 

to ORV use. 

No signlflcant socioeconomic Impacts in the planning area would occur due to only 

minor changes In the exlstlng situation. 

No Grazing Subalternative. The No Grazing Subalternative was developed to respond to 

BLM requirements that concern analyzing I lvestock grazing on public land. All other 

programs in the Resource Conservation Alternative would be managed as described under that 

alternative, except domestlc livestock would not be licensed on public land. 

Livestock use consisting of 64,232 AUMs could be lost In both the short and the long 
term, which could result in significant, adverse impacts to I ivestock operators because of 
; owered I i vestock product ion. Both short- and long-term benef iclal impacts to vegetation 

cou I d ocnlr. 

A long-ten potential decline In habitat condition could occur, but overall Impacts 
would be positive to wildlife habitat. Long-term beneficial impacts to aquat lc and 

riparian habitat, wilderness characteristics and values, and projected, lowered erosion 

rates could occur. 

In the long term, wild horses could increase In the Spring Creek Basin and the 

Naturita Ridge areas as a result of removing livestock canpetition. 
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Approximately 24,000 acres of woodland previously maintained In herbaceous vegetation 

for livestock could be available for intensive woodland management. 

Long-term, beneficial impacts to watershed conditions could occur. Both erosion and 

sediment yield could be reduced through removing all livestock grazing from the planning 
area. 

Decreased revenues are projected, but no significant socioeconanic impacts in the 

planni ng area are projected; however, individual operators would have the potential for 

severe impacts to their econanlc well-being. 

Ecological Representation Subalternative. The Ecological Representation Subalterna- 

tive was developed to display the different ecologic systems and supplemental values 

represented by four of the WSAs. Weber Mountain, Cross Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Dolores 
River Canyon WSAs would be recommended as suitable for designation as wilderness (subject 

to the manageability boundaries). These four WSAs al I represent different ecologic 

systems currently not wel I represented in the National Wilderness Preservation System 

(NWPS) and that have significant supplemental values. 

The potential impacts to al I resources could be similar to those impacts discussed 

under the Resource Conservation Alternative, except that only Weber Mountain, Cross 

Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Dolores River Canyon WSAs (approx. 65,961 acres) would be recan- 

mended for wilderness designation. Therefore, fewer areas would be protected by wllder- 

ness designation and more areas wou Id be available for more intensive management 

activities than under the Resource Conservat ion Alternat ive. 

Resource Utillzatlon Alternatlve 

I ntroduct Ion 

This alternative emphasizes development and use of econanic values and minerals 

available on the public land. Multiple uses would continue; however, resource values 

contributing to the local or regional econcmy would be favored. Th i s al ternat ive wou I d 

favor mineral exploration development, range util izatlon, and land disposal; projects 

relating to these uses would receive priority. The following discussion describes the 

overall management that would result from implesentlng this alternative. 

One hundred and nine AMPS on approximately 850,000 acres would be developed at a 

estimated cost of $1.5 mil I ion for range improvements. Authorized livestock use In the 

planning area could significantly increase. The projected result of al I adjustments would 

be an initial reduction of 19,819 AUMs (31%) frcm current active preference. In the long 

term, livestock use would be projected to increase to 90,109 AUMs, or 29 percent above 

current active preference. Implementing this alternative could result in significant, 

beneficial long-term impacts to livestock operators due to increases in livestock 

production. 

Impacts of this alternative could be signlf icant, long-term improvements in 

ecological vegetation condition covering the entire planning area. That portion of the 

area in excellent condition would remain unchanged, whl le the percentage In good condition 
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would increase from 3 percent to IO percent, and the percentage in fair condition would 

increase from 23 percent to 28 percent. Poor condl t ion sites would decrease fran 39 

percent to 27 percent. 

Wildlife habitat would be managed to support increased population levels of 24,000 

deer and 3,000 elk. Pronghorn antelope would increase to 500 animals and the reintroduc- 

tion of 500 bighorn sheep In the Dolores River Canyon would be al lowed. Protective stlpu- 

latlons would be provided for T&E species. An estimated $1 mll lion would be necessary to 

complete the improvements and projected l-@4Ps. Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions 

would improve significantly over the majority of the planning area. T&E species would 

benef I t from the provided protect ion. 

Under this alternative, aquatic and riparian habitat would ba improved on the fol- 

lowing rivers and thelr tributaries fin priority order): the upper San Miguel, the upper 

Dolores, the lower San Miguel, the Upper Animas, and the lower Dolores. An estimated 

81.26 mii llon is projected to develop l+IPs and implement necessary improvements. It is 

antlclpated that long-term positive Impacts on 400 miles of aquatic and riparlan habitat 

could ba realized. 

Managing the Silverton SWA would be continued. The Dolores River Canyon would be 

managed as an SRMA and an al location system that encourages visitor use would be imple- 

mented. Recreation management plans for both SF)MAs would be developed. 

Protect ing and enhancing recreation resources by management and development rest-r ic- 

tlons could have long-term, positive impacts to recreation and overall would continue to 

provide the settings and opportunities most desired by the public,, Potential losses of 

wilderness characterlstlcs and values would occur, 

Ninety-five percent of the total acreage aval lable for oil and gas consideration 

would be open to development without lease stipulations. Approximately five percent would 

be open to development with lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) to protect wildlife, 

cultural resources, and recreation values. Less than one percent of the total acreage 

would be closed to mineral entry. The following would ba available for coal leasing: the 

Durango KRCRA, 54,000 acres (1.8 bil lion tons), the East Cortez KRCRA, 1,880 acres (13.3 

mil I ion tons), and the Nut la KRCRA, 1,880 acres (33.8 mil I ion tons). Implementing this 

alternative could result In long-term, adverse impacts to mineral development due to 

withdrawals fran mineral entry and to no leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations. 

This alternative would continue protect ion and management for important cultura I 

sites and areas. Overal I long-term beneflts could occur due to protective withdrawals and 

stipulations on mineral development. However, site-speck f ic, adverse impacts could occur 

due to mineral development in Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons. 

Under this alternative, land actions (through sales, exchange, or title transfer) 

would be allowed for approximately 33,000 acres or 3.3 percent of the public lands In the 

planning area, a long-term impact which would improve management efficiency on al I BLM- 

retained lands. 

All wild horses in the plannlng area would be removed; negative impacts to public 

viewing cculd occur. Positive, long-tenn impacts could occur to vegetation, livestock 

grazing, and wildllfe. 
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lntenslve timber management on approximately 11,220 acres would be provided. The 

estimated al lowab le harvest would be 6.6 MMBF per decade. An additional 42,130 acres 

would be managed to provide woodland products, creatl ng an estimated al lowable harvest of 

6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade. lnsign if icant product ion losses due to proposed and 

existing management could occur. Over the long term, improved management could lead to 

i ncreased wood f i ber product ion. 

Intensive watershed management (approx. 50,000 acres) would be implemented to reduce 

erosfon and sediment yields. Approximately 50,000 acres would be managed to reduce 

salinity in the Colorado River. Long-term sign if icant decreases in erosion, sediment, and 

salinity yieids could occur and municipal and domestic water sources would be protected. 

tmprovlng fire management In a natural ecological setting would occur and natural 

successional changes in vegetation conmun i ties wou Id be enhanced. 

Public lands would be designated 82 percent open, 10 percent I imited, and 8 percent 

closed to ORV use. 

Increased mineral and recreation revenues are projected; however, no sign if icant 

socioecononic impacts in the planning area would occur. 

Current Management Alternative (No Action Alternative) 

Introduct ion 

The Current Management Alternative reflects ELM’s current management direction, 

policies, and existing land use plan decisions. It was assumed that no major policy 

changes would occur and that the same f undlng level and apportionment of funds for 
resource programs would continue. The foll~lng discussion describes the overal I manage- 

ment that would result from Implementing this alternative. 

Intensive livestock management on 11 AMPS would be continued on approximately 304,000 

acres. The estimated cost for maintaining existing projects is $200,000 from 1984 through 

1994. The current active preference of 64,232 AUMs would continue for both the short and 

the long term. Livestock operators would realize no signif icant short- or long-term 

changes in grazing management or I lvestock product lon. 

In the short term, current vegetation trends would continue. The overal I quantity 

and quality of vegetation produced on public lands would rermln essentially unchanged on 
scme sites and in the long term would decline slightly on others. 

Wildlife habitat would be managed to support the current population levels of 20,000 

deer, 1,600 elk, and 175 pronghorn antelope. Protective stlpulations for T8E species 

would be provided. An estimated $191,000 would be necessary to complete the improvements 

and HMPs projected under this alternative. Habitat conditions would remain static or they 
could decline in the long term since big game populations could also decline. 
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Some aquatic and riparian habitat could continue to decline; some could remain static 

or improve under this alternative. Signif icant beneficial Impacts could occur on 94 ml les 

of aquatic and riparian habitat due to intensive management under livestock and wildlife 

activity plans. 

Managing the Silverton SfHA and the Dolores River Canyon would continue. Recrea- 

tion management plans for both areas would be developed. Protecting and enhancing 

recreation resources by management and development restrlctions could have long-term, 

positive impacts to recreation and would continue to provide the settings and opportun I- 

ties most desired by the public. Potential losses of wilderness values could occur. The 

McElmo Rare Snake and Lizard Research Natural Area would continue to be managed. 

Ninety-six percent of the total considered acreage wou Id ba open for oi I and gas 

leasi ng and development wl thout lease stipulations. Approximately three percent would be 

open to development with lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) to protect wildlife, 

cultural resources, and recreation values. Less than 1 percent of the total acreage would 

be closed to oil and gas leasing because of T&E wildlife species, cultural resources, and 

recreation values. Less than 1 percent of the area would be closed to mineral entry. Two 

existing coal leases on 430 acres (14.3 mlllion tons) would continue. Impacts to mineral 

development under this alternative because of stipulations and restrlctions are considered 

to be insignificant. 

Protecting and managing important cultural sites and areas would continue. Overall 

long-term benefits could occur because of protective withdrawals and stipulations on 

ml neral development. However, site-specific adverse impacts could occur due to increased 

mineral development in Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons. 

Land disposal (through sales, exchange, or title transfer) would be allowed on 

approximately 16,000 acres or 1.6 percent of the public lands in the planning area, a 

long-term Impact that would improve the eff lciency of management on al I BLM-retaIned 

lands. 

Wild horse populations would continue to increase fran the current count of approxi- 

mately 100 head in Sprlng Creek Basin and 24 head on Naturita Ridge, increases that could 

have local ly significant adverse impacts to vegetation, livestock management, and big game 

habitat. In the long term, horse populations could decline In their viability. 

Intensive timber management on approximately 9,540 acres of forest lands would con- 

tinue. The estimated al lowable harvest would be 5.6 MMBF per decade. Wood land products 

(firewood, posts, and poles) for public use would be provided. lnsignif icant productlon 

losses due to proposed and existing management could occur. Over the long term, improved 

management could lead to increased wood f lber productlon. 

wntinued high erosion and sediment yields could occur. In the long term, salt load- 

ing in the Colorado River would remain unchanged. Mun icipal and danest ic water sources 

would continue to be protected. 

Public lands are currently 95 percent open, 5 percent I Imlted, and less than 1 
percent closed for ORV use. 

No significant socioeconomic impacts are currently occurring in the planning area. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 

The San Juan-San Miguel Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

(RMP/ElS) is being prepared to provide a canprehensive framework for managing and al locat- 

ing pub1 ic land and resources in BLMls San Juan and portions of the Uncompahgre Basln 

resource areas, cwering the southwestern corner of Colorado and portions of New Mexico 

and Utah. In the future, the BLM plans to have the San Juan Resource Area (SJRA) off ice 

manage al I these public lands; thus, they were incorporated into this planning area so 

that thi s RMP w i I I cover one resource area. 

The contents of this plan are focused on resolving nine key issues that were developed 

with public input in 1983 (see Issues and Criteria, p. l-3). In addi tlon, several statu- 
tory or court-ordered requirements wil I be met when the decisions proposed In this plan 

are approved. As required under Section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

of 1976 (FLF’MA), this document analyzes preliminary wilderness suitability recanmendations 

for eight WI lderness Study Areas (WSAs). For these WSAs only, the HP wi I I preliminarily 

recommend whether they are sultable or nonsuitable for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). These recanmendat ions wi I I be reported through the 
Director of the BLM to the Secretary of the Interior and to the President. Designat ion of 

an area as wi I derness can only be made by Congress. 

This mP/ElS also analyzes alternatives for livestock grazing on public land, as 

required under a court-rdered agreement based on a 1973 lawsuit filed against the BLM by 

the Natural Resource Defense Council (NRDC). 

This planning action serves to consolidate and update land use planning guidance cur- 

rently contained in three Management Framework Plans (MFPs) that were prepared in the 

BLMls Montrcse District between 1971 and 1981. In some cases, the existlng plans consist 

of partial ly completed documents that were never formally adopted by the BLM. Thus, for 

some portions of the planning area, this FU4P wi I I provide the first canprehensive manage- 

ment guidance to be approved by the BLM. 

This document will address possible future management of the area for the next 10 or 

more years. When necessary, revisions wfl I be conpleted on the RMP to keep it current 

with resource management needs and pol lcies. 

Sett 1 ng 

The planning area in southwestern Colorado considered in this Rt4P is comprised of 

public lands in Montrose, Montezuma, La Plata, Doloresp Archuleta, San Juan, San Miguel, 

and Mesa counties In Colorado. In addition, parts of Rio Arriba County, New Mexico, and 

San Juan County, Utah, are contained in the planning area. The area contains approxl- 

mately 994,000 acres of public land, with an additional 297,000 subsurface (mineral) 

acres. The vast majority of the public lands are contained In the northwest and southwest 

portions of the planning area. The land pattern strongly influences land management 

opt ions. The population of the area is centered in the southern port ion of the area 

(Cortez and Durango) away frcm the large block of public land. 

The San Juan Resource Area has total multiple use planning responsibility for the New 

Mexico port ion of the planning area. The portions of San Juan County, Utah, in the plan- 

ning area are Cross and Squaw/Papoose canyons, two WSAs that are adjacent to Coloradols 

WSAs. Planning for these areas relates only to thelr suitabi Ii ty or nonsuitabi llty for 

wi I derness. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 

Planning Process 

The BLM RMP process consists of nine basic actions. The planning actions described 

in the regulations and used in preparing this plan are described below. 

Identifying the Issues 

This step is intended to identify resource management concerns and needs and resource 

use, development, and protection opportunities for consideration in the RMP (conpleted in 

the summer of 1983). 

Developing Planning Criteria 

Planning criteria guides the development of the IWP. They ensure that the plan is 

tailored to the issues and that unnecessary data coi lection is avoided. They are 

general ly based on appl icabie laws, policy, guidance fran the BLM Director, and the 

results of public participation. 

Inventory Data and Information Col lect ion 

Various kinds of issue-related data are col lected to conplete the process, 

accomplished through gathering field data and researching and analyzing existing data. 

Analyzing the Management Situation 

This step includes a description of current BLM management practices, a discussion of 
existing problems and opportunities for solving them, and a consolidation of existing data 

that are neded to analyze and reso Ive the identified issues. 

Formu iat i ng the A iternat i ves 

During this step, several complete, reasonable resource management aiternat ives are 

prepared, including one for no action and several that strive to resolve the issues while 

placing emphasis on either environmental protection or resource production. 

Estimating Effects of Alternatives 

The effects of implementing each alternative are estimated to al low a canparative 

analysis of impacts. 

Selecting the Preferred Alternative 

.Based on the information generated during Step 6, the BLM District Manager identifies 

a preferred a iternat ive. The draft RMP/EIS is then prepared and distributed for public 

review. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 

Selecting the RMP 

Based on the results of public review and conmant, the BLM District Manager will 

select a proposed F$lP and it will be published along with a final EIS. A f lnal decision 

is made after a thirty-day protest period on the final EIS. 

Monitoring and Evaluating 

This step involves collecting and analyzing resource data to determine the plan’s 

ef feet i veness. Monitoring continues from the time the RMP is approved until changing 

conditions require a revision of al I or part of the plan. 

As a part of implementing the plan, BLM prepares site-specific activity plans for the 

various programs (range, cultural, etc.) that define speclf lc objectlves, projects and 

actlons needed to manage a given area within the guidelines and objectives established in 

the RMP. These activity plans are often subjected to interagency reviews, additional 

environmental assessments, andfor) public revlews. 

Issues and Criteria 

Issue-Driven Planning 

The BLM planning regulations generally equate land use planning with problem solving 

or issue resolution. An issue may be defined as an opportunity, conflict, or problem 

regarding the use or management of public lands and resources. Obviously not al I Issues 

are capable of resolution through land use planning but may instead require changes in 

pal icy, budgets, or legi slation. 

As a practical matter, issue-driven planning maans that only those aspects of current 

management that are felt to be at issue are examined through formulating and evaluating 

alternatives. The nine issues addressed in thi s document were ident if ied based on the 

judgment of planning team members, interagency consultation, public and State government 

input, and review by BLM managers. Table l-l discusses those nine Issues (not listed in a 

priority order). 
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Planning issue 

Table 1-l. Issues and Planning Criteria for the San Juan-San Miguel F+IP, 

Management objective Neaded decision Planning criteria 

Lands Kake pub1 ic lands available 

for pub1 ic needs. 

Identify tracts for possible 

future land actions. 

Mineral 

@eve1 opnent 

Rcxride for mineral 

devel oprrent. 

Identify public lands unsuitable 

for major Ric$ts-of-Way U?OW) 

corridors. 

identify specific public lands 

for possible futre sales, 
exchanges, or for Recreation and 

Public Purposes (R 8 PP). 

Identify areas ava liable for 

pzsible futu-e coal leasing. 

Identify possible mitigating 

maasves for areas of intense 

mineral activity. 

Vegetation 

Resovces 

Manage use within vegetation 

resource capacity on a 
sustain& yield &is. 

Ma lntain or improfe range 

condition and trend. 

R-ovida increase3 I ivestock 

forage to contribute to 

economic stabi lily. 

Identify kinds of Iivestcck, Consideration wil l.te given lo: (1) capability of vege- 

levels of use, season-of-use, and tation to sustain exlsting and futu-e gazing uses; (2) 

locations of livestock use. intensifying management that is needed to benefit live- 

stock, wildlife, wild horses, and vegetation; (3) needs 

Determine tow many and where w i Id of soi I, watershed and vegetation; (4) demand for forqe; 

torses and necessary forage for a (5) needs for vegjtatlon treatrtents; (6) livestock 

healthy herd wil I ba managed. Industry~s dependence on public land; (7) public’s 

dependence on pubi ic land for wi Id I I fmrientd recrea- 

tion; (8) wildlife’s dependence on public land; (9) 

public’s dependence on and decrend for forest products; 

and (10) forested lands’ capabl I ity to sustain use. 

Unsuitable areas may include WSAs, some critical wildlife 

areas9 siqif lcant scenic areas and coal deposits, and 

important cultural D recreation, and timber areas. 
Except ions to the above may ba al I owed with proper 

anal ys i s and mitigation, 

Disp%a\ criteria include: (1) meets canmunity needs; 

(2) public land has physical capabilities to supp3t-t 

desired action; (3) could other land meet n&s; and (4) 

does public land have siqiflcant values (l.eor cultval, 

mining claims, etc.). 

Criteria include: (1) coal reserves have high to medium 

development potential within a Known Recoverable Coal 

Resource Area (KRCF@I); (2) areas should be screen& 

against coal unsuitability criterion; (3) deeand for coal 

should b considered, both present and potential; and (4) 

coal 1s conpat i bl I ity with other su-roundi t-g land uses. 

Mitigatlq measures should: (1) limit or eliminate the 
impacts within reasonable environmental and eccnonlc 

I imits; and (2) protect nationally siqif icant resouces 

fron mineral development. 



Table l-l. (cant inued ) 

Planning issue Management object1 ve Needed decision Planning criteria 

kg&at ion 

Resou-ces 

kontitued) 

Datenni ne al I owab le harvest 

for timber and wocd land 

species. 

Soils and Water Imp-ove or maintain water 

quality and qusntiiy on 

pub I ic lands., 

Cultural 

Resovces 

C&term I ne mangement 

direction for important 

arltural sites and areas. 

Implement management actions to 

protect riparian and aquatic 

resources and watershed values. 

ldent ify management act ions by 

al lotnent (i.e., range 
improvements, monitoring, etc.). 

ldent i fy management act ions to 

Improve wildlife habitat such as 

use levels, forage needs, 

wildlife introductions, etc. 

Determine product iv3 forest areas 

to be managed. 

Establish guidelines for timber 

and woodland disposal. 

Identify soWces of water Water resoLbce management should: (1) give priority to 

pal lution and rfeasves that wil I water.quaI ity problem areas; (2) consider cost and 

be taken to Imp-me water effectiveness of tmnagenent actions for reducing 

qusl ity. degrzlat ion. 

Identify cultural sites that 

wil I be developed, Fotected, or 

stabi I ized and interpreted for 

public use and research. 

Detent ine speci al designations or 

managerrent guidelines for 
cultural sites. 

Consider: (1) the capability of site to sustain use; (2) 

need fcr additional nanagenent as wel I as for additional 

Inventories in area; (3) accessibil lty for public use; 

and (4) availability of other sites on public or private 

lards. 

Consider: (1) need for protection not afforded under 

existing laws; and (2) other multiple use values and 
impacts to then. 



Table l-l. (continued) 

Planning Issue Management Objective Needed Decision Planning Criteria 

Spaci al Ensu-e availability of Dasignate in the FdrlP lands that 

Man agemen t Areas recreation opporttnities. are open, closed, or limited to 

CRVS. 

Develop management guide1 ines for 

the Dolores River Canyon SFNA. 

Develop management guide1 ines for 

the Silver-ton SF+!& 

Wlldarness 

Resources 

I dent i fy other retreat ion 

managenant cppbrtnities In area. 

Recqnize need for Review exlstirg Reseach Natural Review shal I include: ( 1) ccns ideration of important 

protective maasu-es (i.e., Area to see If st II I app-opiate regional or national values for ACEC deslqation; and (2) 

witfdrarals, special and determine need for nEw ACEC. manage&l I ity of the area; and (3) scarcity of the 

desigation, etc.). resovce. 

Evaluate w 1 I derness 

characteri st its and 

managerrent a lternat Ives. 

Identify d-~lch of the eight WSAs 

or portions suitable for inclu- 

slon in the NWPS and those areas 

not suitable for wi Iderness. 

Evaluation should Include: (1) BLM’s wilderness study 

policies and guidelines with p-lncipal criteria being 

wllr!erness values and managaabllity; and (2) coordination 

of studies with other Federal, State, and local agencies. 

Identify alternatlve management 

for those areas not reccmnanded 

as suitable. 

Consider: (1) other resource values under principles of 

multiple use management; and (2) environmantal impacts of 

nor-m i I derness management. 

Consider: (1) types of resource damage and user 

conf I icts bet-n CRV uses and ofher resotrce values; (2) 

whether CRV limits or clceves wll I resolve conflict; and 

(3) whether imporfant wildlife, recreation, cultval, 

and wilderness values wi I I be protected fron CRV uses. 

Consider: (1) The Wild and Scenic River study data; and 

(2) the lmpl lcat.ions of the McFhee Cam on future 

management direct ion. 

Management direction fron Gunnison Basin and tk American 

Flats-Silv~ton bnagenent Framework Plan (1980) wil I be 

used as basis for future decisions. 

Consideration wit I include: (1) physical capability of 

land to support desired recreation activity; and (2) the 

availability of other public or private opportunities. 



Table l-1. (continued) 

Planning issue Management object I ve Needed decision Planning criteria 

Fire Provide direction that 

places increased -has i s on 

fire’s role in the 

ecosystenl. 

Access Prwide for public and 

admln I strat ive access. 

identify management to enhance 

fire p-cgram on pubi ic land to 

imprwe and enhance multiple use 

managesent cpportLnitles. 

C&ermine need for access for 

rnsnqamant of public lands. 

Consider: (1) capabilIty of land to improve th-cugh fire 

nanagemnt; (2) protection of imp-ovemants on pubi ic and 

private land; (3) need to change vegetation comwities 

to banefit resource values; and (4) using existing 

Paradox Limited Fire Suppression Plan as baselinedata. 

Consider: (1) access to public land where physical iy and 

econcmicaiiy feasible; and (2) use of administrative 

axass to protect fragile resources. 

Same: BLM Data 1984. 



CHAPTER ONE 

ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

Four land use plan alternatives, including the BLM’s Proposed Plan, are detailed in 
this chapter to provide readers and decisionmakers with a means of examining actions and 

resultant impacts. The four alternatives described are: Resource Conservation, Resource 

Uti I ization, Current Management, and the Proposed Plan. 

A Draft Wllderness Technical Supplement to this RMP/EIS was also developed and 
discussed In more detail each WSA and their alternatives and individual resources, which 

include: Al I Wilderness, Wilderness Manageability, Conflict Resolution (Dolores River 

Canyon and McKenna Peak WSAs only), No WI Iderness, and the Preferred Alternatlve. 

Two subalternatlves have also been developed to analyze the special problems 

associated with I ivestock grazing and wilderness; they are subalternatlves to the Resource 

Conservation Alternative. The No Livestock Grazing Subalternative would Involve 

ellmlnating livestock grazing from al I public land in the resource areas0 An Ecological 

Representation Subalternative was developed to display the different ecological systems 

and supplemental values represented by four of the WSAs, including Weber Mountain, Cross 

Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Dolores River Canyon WSAs, which would be reconmended as 

suitable for designation as wilderness (using the Wilderness Manageability Alternative 

boundaries). (The Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement contains a detailed discussion of 

the Wilderness Manageability Alternative for each of these four WSAs.1 

It is assumed that the plan will be implemented within 10 years from approval; this 

period is subject to adequate budget and staffing available to canplete the tasks., Table 

l-11 shows a summary of the four alternatives and their effects (categorized by 

resource). 

Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 

The following management guidance is applied to and Is a part of all alternatlves 

considered and also provides background information explaining how this plan fits into 

other program act ions such as coal leasing, I ivestock management, etc. 

Sol Is, Water, and Air Program 

Soils, water, and air resources will continue to be evaluated on case-by-case bases 

as a part of project level planning. Such an evaluation will consider the significance of 

the proposed projects and the sensitivity of so/Is, water, and air resources in the 

affected areas. Stipulations wil I be attached as appropriate to ensure conpatibllity of 

projects to soi is, water, and air resource management. (Appendix Six shows an example of 

general Best Management Pratt ices lBMPs1.) Soils will be managed to maintain productivity 

and to minimize erosion. 

Water quallty will be maintained or improved in accordance with State and Federal 

laws and approved standards, including consultation with State agencies on proposed 
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ALTERNATIVES--MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

projects that may significantly affect water quality. Management actions on pub1 ic land 

within municipal watersheds will be designed to protect water quality and quantity. 

Management activities in aquatic and riparlan areas will be designed to maintain or, where 
possible, improve riparlan habitat condition. Roads and util ity corridors wl I I avoid 

aquatic and riparian areas to the extent practicable. 

Air quality degradation is minimized through compliance with Federal, State, and 

local regulations and Implementation plans. For example, air qual ity Impacts from 

prescribed burns are limited by BLM Manual Section 7723 which describes Air Quality 

Maintenance Requirements and requires a State-approved open burning permit prior to 

implementation. Additional management activltles include tronitorlng, analysis, and impact 

mitigation on a project-specl f ic, case-by-case basis. 

Energy and Minera Is Pl’ogram 

The following principles will guide BLM in managlng mineral resources on public lands 

(this has been updated per BLM Instruction Memorandum #84-568, dated June 28, 1984). 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Except for Congressional withdrawals, public lands shal I remain open and avail- 

able for mineral exploration and development unless withdrawal or other adminis- 

trative action is clearly justified in the national interest. 

BLM actively encourages and facilitates the development by private Industry of 

public land mineral resources so that national and local needs are satisfied and 

econonical ly and environmental ly sound exploration, extractlon, and reclamation 

pract Ices are provided. 

BLM will process mineral patent applications, permits, operating plans, mineral 

exchanges, leases, and other use authorizations for public lands in a timely and 
ef f iclent manner. 

BLM’s land use plans and multiple use management decisions will recognize that 

mlneral exploration and development can occur concurrently or sequential ly with 

other resource uses. BLM further recognizes that land use planning Is a dynamic 

process and decisions wll I be updated as new data are evaluated. 

Land use plans WI I I reflect geologic, energy, and mineral values on public lands 

through more effective data assessment of those values. 

BLM wil I monitor saleable and leasable mineral operations to ensure proper 

resource recovery and evaluation, production veriflcatlon, dil lgence and lnspec- 

tion, and enforcement of the lease, sale, or permit terms. BLM will ensure 

receipt of fair market value for minerals ccmmodities unless otherwise provided 
for by statute. 

BLM will maintain effective professional, technical, and managerial personnel 
knowledgable in mineral exploration and development. 

01 I and Gas Leasing. As a general rule, public land Is available for oil and gas 

leasing. In many areas, oil and gas leases wil I be issued without lease stipulations. 
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ALTERNATIVES--MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

In highly sensitive areas, where special stipulations or lnformtion notices are not suf- 

f iclent to protect Important surface resource values, no-surface occupancy stipulations or 

no leasing wit I be implemented. Examples of stipulations and information not ices are 
I ocated In Appendix Four. The varlous alternatives contain descriptions of the oil and 
gas leasing program. 

When the commodity fal Is within a Known Geologic Structure (KGS), it is leased through 

cunpetitive bidding. Areas outside of KGSs are leased nonconpetitively. 

Locatable Minerals. Al I public land is open to mineral entry and development unless 

previously withdrawn (i.e., wilderness, administrative withdrawals, etc.). Mineral 

exploration and development on public land wil I be regulated under 43 CFR 3800 to prevent 

unnecessary and undue degradation of the land. 

Common Variety Mineral Materials. Applications for removing common variety mineral 

materials, Including sand and gravel, wi I I continue to be processed on a case-by-case 

basis. Sttpulations to protect important surface values will be attached based on lnter- 

disciplinary review of each proposal. 

Coal. The Federal coal leasing process is just beginning with this land use planning 

phase. Upon completing the plan, a site-specific activity plan for lease tracts will be 

developed. This site-specific data will be used in a regional coal EIS that will be 

developed to identify Impacts and mitigations. Appendix Four contains examples of pos- 

sible mitigating measures for coal leasing. 

Coal Unsuitability Criteria and Surface Owner Consultation 

BLM is required to review areas containing Federal coal to determine which lands are 

unsuitable for all or certain stipulated methods of coal mining. BLM procedures for 
assessing unsuitability are defined in the planning regulations (43 CFR 1601.6-6) and coal 

reguiat ions (43 CFR 3461). The 20 criteria addressing unsultabillty for the surface min- 

ing of coal were applied to the Nucla, East Cortez, and Durango Known Recoverable Coal 

Resource Areas (KRCRAs; see Tables l-2-A and l-2-B). The Nucla KRCRA includes 2,080 

acres; East Cortez KRCRA, 2,840 acres; and Durango KRCRA, 143,780 acres (82,440 acres, BLM 

and 61,340 acres, U.S. Forest Service). The complete assessment report Is available in 

the San Juan Resource Area Office. 

Surface owners in the planning area, located along the coal outcrop frcm Durango to 

the Lemon-Val ieci to area, were consulted for their preferences for or against surface min- 

ing on their lands where the Federal government holds the mineral estate (see Table l-3). 

The responses indicating opposition to surface mining expressed varying concerns, 

including water quality, maintaining the natural setting, other general environmental 
f act0 rs , and numerous private homes and subdlvlsions located over the mineral resources. 

More than 80 percent of surface owners contacted (in the Texas Creek, Bear Creek, Wi lson 

Gulch, and Los Pinos River areas--al I east of Durango) were opposed to surface mining of 

Federal Iy-owned coal. Federal regulations require that, where a sign if icant number of 

surface owners in an area have expressed a preference against mining those deposits by 
other than underground mining techniques, that area shal I be considered acceptable for 

further consideration only for development by underground mining techniques. These areas 

will be considered as unsuitable for future surface mining due to surface owner prefer- 
ences. The 2,120 acres involved here are al I private surface/Federal minerals and surface 

mlneable coal; they represent less than 1.4 percent of the Durango KRCRA. 
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Table l-2-A. Unsuitability Criteria for Surface Coal Mining (Summary). 

Criteria 

no. 

Criteria 

name 

Unsuitable acres 

Except ion East 

appl icat ion Durango Nut la Cortez 

KRCRA KRCRA KRCRA 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Federal Land Systems 

R ight s-of -Way 
Buffer Zones 

Wilderness 

Seen ic Federal Lands 
Scientific Study Areas 

Cultural Resources 

Natural Areas 

Federal ly Endangered Species 

State Endangered Species 

Eagle Nest Sites 
Eagle Concentration Areas 

Falcon Nest Sites 

Migratory Birds 

State Resident Fish 8 Wildlife 

Floodplains 

Mun ic i pa I Watersheds 

Nat lona I Resource Waters 

Al luvial Vat ley Floors 

State Proposed Cr i ter ia 

Surface Owner Consu Hat ion 1,720 

Total unsuitable acres 

(with no duplication) 

Total acres in KRCRA 143,780 2,080 2,840 

Percent of total KRCRA 9 13 25 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

Yes 

No 

10,440 

160 

1,240 280 

1,240’ 280’ 560 

13,400 280 720 

* Same acreage as shown in #16. 

Source: BLM Data 1983. 
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Table l-2-B. Areas Unsuitable for All Methods of Mining (Summary). 

Criterion Criterion Dura ngo 

no. name KRCRA 

Acreage 

Nut la 

KRCRA 

East Cortez 

KRCRA 

4 WI I derness 10,440 

16 Floodplains 280 

19 Al luvial Val ley Floors 280’ 560 

Total acreages with no 

dup I icat Ion 10,440 280 560 

Percent of total KRCRA 7 13 20 

* Same acreage as shown in #16. 

Source : BLM Data 1983. 
Table l-3. Surface Owner Preference 

for Coal Leaslng in Plannlng Area. 

Number of Percent of 

responses 

Against leasing 37 59 

In favor of leasing 9 14 

No response 17 27 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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ALTERNATIVES--MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

Lands Program 

Land Ownership Adjustments. Public land will be made available for land sales or 

exchanges or both. Disposal of the public lands may be accomplished by sale, exchange, 

State Indemnity Select ion, or title transfer pursuant to any applicable Federal authority. 

Transfers to other public agencies will be considered where management efficiency would 

result. Minor adjustments involving sales or exchanges or both may be permltted based on 

specif lcal ly applying the criteria for land ownership adjustnrents. 

The criteria for land ownership adjustments will be considered in land reports and 

env irormental assessments prepared for speci f lc adjustment proposal s. This list repre- 

sents the major factors to be evaluated; they include threatened and endangered and 

sensitive species habitat; wetland and riparian areas; fisheries; nesting and breeding 

habitat for critical wildlife animals; key big game habitats (seasonal); developed recrea- 

tion sites and recreation access sites; municipal watersheds; energy and potential for 

minerals; sites that are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 

Places; legal land surveys, wilderness and areas being studied for designation as 

wilderness; and other statutorily authorized designations. 

Other factors include how accessible the land is for public uses; the amount of 

public investments In facilities or improvements and the potential for recovering those 

investments; difficulty or cost of adminlstratlon; how suitable the land is for management 

by another Federal agency; how significant the decision is in stabll izing local business, 

social and economic conditions, and lifestyles; authorized land users, Including Recrea- 
tion and Public Purposes (R 8 PP) leases, withdrawals, or other leases or permits. 

Two more factors are: (1) how consistent the decision is with cooperative agreements 

and plans of other agencies, and (2) suitability and need for change in land ownership 

including ccmmunily expansion or econonic develcpment, such as industrial, residential, or 
agricultural (other than grazing) development. 

Certain parcels of public land will be considered for sale or exchange or title 

transfer when (1) the lands are determined to be not needed for a Federal project or a 

resource management activity; (2) retention of the lands is not in the national interest; 

or (3) the lands are not cost efficient under BLM management. 

Land Laws and Policies. The lands program in the planning area is primarily con- 

cerned with the authorization of uses on the public lands by others, including private 

parties, state, county, and other Federal agencies. The objective is to insure conpati- 

bility of the various multiple uses and environmental protection of resources. 

New Withdrawals. Process new withdrawals on a case-by-case basis, using existing 

guidance to determine if formal withdrawal is needed. 

Withdrawal Review. Reviewing other agency withdrawals that will be continued, 

modified, or revoked will be completed by 1991. Upon revocation or modlf ication, part or 

al I of the withdrawn land wil I revert to BLM management. Current BLM policy is to 

mlnimize the acreage of public land withdrawn from mining and mineral leaslng, and, where 
applicable, to replace existing withdrawals with ROWS, leases, permits, or cooperative 

agreements. 
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Utility and Transportation Corridors. Al I public land is generally available for 

ut I Ii ty and transportat ion corr idor development; exceptions will be based on considering 

the criteria listed below. Applicants will be encouraged to locate new facilities within 

existing corridors to the greatest extent possible. Public land within areas identified 

as Insultable will not be available for utility and transportation corridor development 

(see Table l-1). Exceptions may be permitted based on considering: types of and needs 

for proposed facilities; conflicts with other resource values and uses, including 

potential values and uses; and availability of alternative andfor) mitigation measures. 

Access. BLM wil I make every reasonable effort to provide primary access (also 

meeting cwnty standards) to private landowners (via Title V Rights-of-Way) when such 

access wilt not cause significant, adverse Impacts to other resources. However, BLM wil I 

not grant additional rights-of-way when suitable access already exists unless there is a 

compel Ii ng pub I ic need. 

When a number of potential landowners could benefit from access across the public 

lands, counties and private developers wil I be encouraged to develop public access In such 

areas., 

Retreat ion Program 

General. A wide range of outdoor recreation opportunities will continue to be 

prorrided for al I segments of the public, commensurate with demand. Traits and other means 

of public access will continue to be maintained and developed where necessary to enhance 

recreation opportunities and al low public use. Developed recreation facilities receiving 

the heaviest use will receive first priority for operational and maintenance funds. St tes 
that cannot be maintained to acceptable health and safety standards wil I be closed until 

deficiencies are corrected. 

Recreation opportunities will continue to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis as a 

part of project level planning. Such evaluation will consider the significance of the 

proposed project and the sensitivity of retreat ion resources in the affected area. Stipu- 

lations wil I be attached as appropriate to assve that activities are conpatible with 

retreat ion management objectives. 

Travel Planning and Motorized Vehicle Use. Travel plannlng, including the deslgna- 

tion of areas open, limited, and closed to motorized vehicie’access, will remain a 

priority for public land. Public land within areas identified as open to motorized 

vehicle use general ly wit I remain available for such use subject to existing laws and 

regulations. Public land within areas identified as limited to motorized vehicle use 

general ly wil I receive priority attention during travel planning. Major limited cate- 
gories include: number and types of vehic (es, time or season of veh lcle use, permitted or 

licensed use only, areas limited except for existing (or designated) roads (or ways) and 

trails, and other I imitations as needed by management object Ives. 

Public land within areas identlfied as closed to motorized vehicle use will be closed 
yearlong to al I forms of motorized vehicle use. Exceptions may be al lowed in WSAs based 

on applying BLMls Interim Management Policy (BLM Revised, July 12, 1983). 
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Vi SIB I Resources 

In addition to specific areas identified in the plan alternatives, visual resources 

will continue to be evaluated as a part of activity and project planning; this evaluation 

wll I consider the significance of the proposed projects and their visual Impact to the 

landscape. Stipulations will be implemented to assure that projects are compatible with 

management objectives established in the RMP (see Appendix Two in the Draft F&lP). 

Cultural Resources 

In addition to specific areas identlfled in the plan alternatives, cultural resources 

will continue to be Inventoried and evaluated as part of project level planning. Recom- 
mendations wll I be generated fran the evaluations and wil I consider al I impacts to the 

proposed projects and the Important cultural resources In the affected areas. Stipula- 

tions wi I I be attached to assure that projects are conpat ible wl th management objectives 

for cultural resources. Avoidance will continue to be the primary msasure used. 

WI lderness Resources 

WSAs will continue to be managed In compliance with BLM’s Interim Management Policy 

(BLM Revised July 12, 1983) until they are revlewed and acted upon by Congress. Areas 

being studied for wilderness will be managed to meet the nonlmpairmant standard. In cases 

where valid existing rights occur, areas wil I be managed to prevent unnecessary and undue 

degradation of the land. 

Public land within areas added by Congress to the NWPS will be managed in compliance 

wl th BLMls WI lderness Management Policy and the WI lderness Act of 1964. Site-specific 
wilderness management plans will be developed for such areas withln two years after 

designation by Congress. Areas reviewed by Congress but not added to the NWPS wll I be 

managed in accordance with applicable guidance provided by this RMP. 

Forestry 

Public land within high priority forest management areas will be avallable for a full 

range of forest management activities. Major forest activity plans general ly wi I I be 

required prior to initlating those activities In such areas. Pending complet Ion of the 

activity plan, timber and woodland stand treatments wll I be evaluated by an environmental 

assessment and implemented on a case-by-case basis. 

Forested areas withln other emphasis areas will also be available for a full range of 

forest management act iv i t ies; plans wil I be modified to be canpatible with the management 

emphasis areas. Firewood harvesting will be permitted on most accessible forest land that 

is available for harvesting forest products. 

Range 

General. The planning area is a conplex ecosystem conposed of plant and animal 

communities and basic soil types, al I responsive in one way or another to natural 

processes such as rain, wind, sun I ight, and man’s activities. No single element In the 

range ecosystem is so read1 ly managed and with such far-reaching effects as is vegetation. 

l-15 



ALTERNATIVES--MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

Consequently, tmlntaining or improving the vegetation component of this ecosystem is the 

key to enhancing the resource values of the planning area to permit a balanced mix of uses 

to ensure sustained yield. The components of the rangeland program are familiar ones; 

they have been part of the program for some years. The main emphasis of the range program 

is considered in the following components: 

Allotment Categorization. Al I grazing allotments in the planning area have been 

assigned to one of three management categories based on present conditions, potential for 

improvement, whether other resource conflicts exist, and what opportunities exist for 

positive econanic return on public Investments (see Appendix Eight). The management 

category for an allotment may be changed after the RMP/ElS Is completed, when resource 

conditions change, or when new data becone available. 

The wMw category al lotments general ly wil I be managed to maintain current satlsfac- 

tory resource condlt ions; alw allotments general ly wil I be managed to Improve resource 

conditions; and wC1l al lotments wil I receive custodial management to prevent resource 

deterioration. 

Allotment-Specific Manaqement Actions for the Improvement fsIh) Category. Multlple 
use management actions have been developed for each al lotment in the rllrl category (see 

Appendix Nine-A in the Craft RMP). Future management act ions, inc ludl ng devel opl ng AMPS, 
wil I be tailored to meet these objectives. However, the priorities assigned to achieving 
object ives for wi Id ii fe habitat, watershed, vegatat ion condition, and I ivestock forage 

product Ion dl f fer between al ternat ives. 

Allotment Management Plans (AMPS). Implementing the reconmended actions for the 
planning area is guided by a series of functlonal activity plans, which Include Herd Area 

Management Plans for wild horses, HMPs for wildlife, and AMPS for livestock grazing. Each 

plan explicitly details planned programs and management actlons designed to accomplish 

proper land and resource management for the ful I mix of public uses. Speclflcal ly, AMPS, 

prepared in consultation, cooperation, and coordination with the operator or other 

affected interests, are documents which prescribe the manner In and extent to which live- 

stock grazing Is conducted and managed to meet multiple use, sustained yield, economic and 

other needs and objectives as determined through the land use plan. 

Monitoring. Initial stocking rates are based upon the best data currently available. 

Closely soni tori ng grazing systems and progress1 ng toward improvement are needed for ELM 

to be able to make periodic adjustments. A monitoring program will be established in the 
planning area to determine whether the goals and objectives of the RMP are being achieved 

by the management systems. When undesirable and unintended changes in resource values are 

discovered and the causes are determined, corrective action will be taken. RLM 

Instruct ion Memorandums WO-82-292 and WO-82-650 discuss the appl icatlons of rangeland 

monitoring in more detail. 

Livestock Use Adjustments. Livestock use adjustments are most often made by changing 
one or more of the fol Icwing: the kind or class of livestock grazing the allotment, the 

season of use, the stocking rate, or the grazing pattern. For each of the four alterna- 
tives presented in this RMP, Initial and potential carrying capacities have been estimated 

for each allotment; see Appendix Nine-E In the Craft RMP, which also notes where 

adjustments in the season of use and the class or kind of livestock may be needed. While 
most I ivestock use adjustments wil I occur in the “1” allotments, use adjustments are 
permitted for al lotments in 10’ and “M’l categories. 
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In reviewing the estimated initial carrying capacities and other reccmmended changes, 

it is emphasized that the proposed AUM figures are not final stocking rates. Rather, al I 

I ivestock use adjustments will be implemented through documented mutual agreement or by 

decision. When adjustments are made through mutual agreement, they may be implemented 

once the Rangeland Program Summary has been through a publ ic review period. When I ive- 

stock use adjustments are implemented by decision, it wil I be based on operator consulta- 

t ion, range survey data, and resource condit Ion monitoring. Current BLM pol Icy emphasizes 

the use of a systematic monitoring program to verify the need for livestock adjustments 
proposed on the basis of one-t ime inventory data. 

The Federal regulations that govern changes In al location of livestock forage provide 

specl flc direction for livestock use adjustments implemented by decision (43 CFR 4110.3-I 

and 43 CFR 4110.3-2). The regulations specify that permanent increases in I ivestock for- 

age wshai I be implemented over a period not to exceed five years. ..,I’ and that decreases 

In livestock forage %.hall be implemented over a five year period....” The regulations do 

provide for decreases to be implemented in less than five years when: (1) the downward 

adjustment is 15 percent or less of the nauthorized active grazing use for the previous 

yearn ; (2) an agreement is reached to Implement the adjustment in less than five years; or 

(3) a shorter implementation period Is needed to sustain resource productivity. 

If data acceptable to the BLM Area Manager are available, an Initial reduction shal i 

be taken on the effective date of the decision. The balance of the reductions would be 

taken In the third and fifth years following the effective date of the decision. If data 

are not available to support the initial reduction, a decision will be issued identifying 

the data needed and procedures to be used for arriving at the adjustments. Adjustments 

based on the additional data shall be implemented by a decision that will initiate the 

5-year implementation period. 

Range Improvements. Typical range improvements and the general procedures to be 

followed In lmplementlng them are described in Appendix Nine-F in the Draft RMP. The 
extent, location, and timing of such actions will be based on the aliotmsnt-specif lc 
management object Ives adopted through the AMP process, lnterdiscipl inary development and 

review of proposed actions, contributions from operators and others, and BLM funding 

capabi I it-y. 

Al I al lotments in which range Improvement funds are to be spent WI I I be subjected to 

an economic analysis, which will be used to develop a final priority ranking of allotments 

to commit the range improvement funds that are needed to Implement activity plans. The 

hlghest priority for implementation generally will be asslgned to those improvements for 

which the total anticipated benefits exceed costs. 

Grazing Systems. Types of system to be implemented wll I be developed in cooperation 

with the I lvestock operator and based on considering the following factors: al I otment- 

specific management actions (see Appendix Nine-D and Nine-l-l in the Draft RMP); resource 

characteristics, including vegetation potential and water availability; general management 

actions (see Appendix Nine-D in the Draft RMP); operators needs; and Implementations 

costs. Typical grazing systems available for consideration are described in Appendix 

Nine-C in the Draft RMP. 

Unal lotted Tracts. Unal lotted tracts general ly wil I remain available for further 

consideration for authorized grazing, as provided for in the BLM grazing regulations (43 

CFR 4110 and 43 CFR 4130). However, certain tracts not currently authorized for grazing 

use will remain unallotted. 
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ALTERNATIVES--MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 

I. Genera Fish and wildlife habitat will continue to be evaluated on a case-by-case 

basis as a part of project level planning. Such evaluation wli I consider the significance 

of the proposed project and the sensitlvlty of fish and wildlife habitat in the affected 

area. Stipulations wll I be attached as appropriate to assure that projects are ccmpatlble 

with management objectives established In the RMP for flsh and wildlife habitat. Habl tat 

improvement projects WI I I be implemented where necessary to stab1 I Ize and (or) Improve 

unsatisfactory or declining habitat condltlon. Such projects wil I be identlf led through 

HMPs or coordinated resource management activity plans. 

Seasonal Restrictions. Seasonal restrictions wl I I continue to be appl 

are needed to mitigate the Impacts of human act ivlt les on important seasona 

led where they 

I wildlife 

ods habitat. The major types of seasonal wi Id II fe habl tat and the time per 

restr ldlons may be needed are shown In Table l-4. 

W 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species Habitat. No actlvit 

permitted in threatened, endangered, and sensitive species habitat that 

their continued existence. 

hen 

es wl II be 

would jeopard i ze 

The Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) wil I be consulted prior to implementing projects that may affect threatened and 

endangered species’ habitat. If such a situatlon is determined through the BLM biologic 

assessment process, then consultation with the USFWS wll I be initiated as per Section 7 of 

the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat. Sufficient forage and cover wll I be provlded for 

wildlife on their seasonal habltat. Forage and cover requirements wil I be incorporated 

into AMPS and wil I be specific to primary wildlife use areas. Generally, range 

lmprmements WI I I be designed to achieve both wi Id Ii fe and range objectives. 
Table l-4. Seasonal Wildlife Restrictions. 

Habitat 

Restr I cted 

per i od 

Elk and mule deer winter range 12/l - 4/15 

Elk calvl ng grounds 5/l - 7/15 

Eag lest w i nter concentration area 12/l - 4/15 

Sage grouse strutti ng grounds 3/15 - 5/15 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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Aquatic and Riparian Habitat. Objectives to protect or improve aquatlc and riparlan 

habitat wi I i becone part of AMPS and HMPs. Management actions within flood plains and 

wetlands will include measures to preserve, protect, and, if necessary9 restore their 

natural functions (as required by Executive Orders 11988 and 11990). Management tech- 

niques will be used to minimize degrading aquatic and riparlan habitat. Bridges and 
culvert instai lations wll I be designed to maintain adequate passages for fish. WildlIfe 
reintroductions and fish stocking proposals #III be evaluated and recommandatlons wtll be 

made to the CDOW. 

Cadastral Survey 

Cadastral surveys wll I continue to be conducted in support of resource management 

programs. Survey requirements and priorities will be determined on a yearly basls as a 
part of the annual work planning process. 

Fl re Management 

Until the Normal Year Fire Plan is updated, the primary f Ire protection objective 

will continue to be the control of all wildfires on or threatening public land during the 

first burning period. The modified suppression area In the northern part of the planning 

area will be continued. Expanding the modifled suppression areas will be considered and 

evaluated when the Normal Year Fire Plan is reviewed. Prescribed burning wil I continue to 

be used In support of resource management objectives. The f Ire managemnt plans developed 
for the eight WSAs within the planning area wit I continue to be used as management 

direction. At I fire plans are aval lable in the BLM’s Mcntrose District Off ice. 

Road and Tra t I Construct Ion and Maintenance 

Road and trail construction and maintenance wili continue to be conducted in support 

of resource management objectives. Construct ion and maintenance requl renents and prior- 

ities will be determlned on a yearly basis as a part of the annual work planning process. 

Investment of public funds for road and trail construction generally will be 

permitt- only on land identified for retention In public ownership. Except ions may be 

allowed where investment costs can be recovered as a part of land disposal actions. 

Specif lc road and tra I I construct ion standards wit I be determined based on resource 

management needs; user safety; impacts to environmental values, including but not Iimlted 

to wlldlife and fisheries habitat, soil stability, recreation, and scenery; and 

construct ion and maintenance costs. 

Management Direct ion 

Management direction for the planning area is defined through the use of multiple use 

emphasis areas consisting of descriptions for specl f ic management areas shown on the 

alternative maps In the DEIS and expl.ained in Appendix Five. These descriptions conta In 

multiple use managertent directlon speclfylng which actlvlties wli I be stressed to achieve 
goals and objectives. Specific activities allowed and prohiblted will be specified for 

each multiple use emphasis area, which rema ins constant throughout the a lternat fve. The 

emphasis areas are applied to different locations In the planning area under the altern+= 

t Ives. Management directlon contalned in the multiple use emphasis areas will be applied 

to the speclf ic areas shown on the alternative maps in, the DEIS. The specific multiple 
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use emphasis areas were developed to respond to planning issues and resource needs. The 
foIl(ming narratlve contains a discussion of the emphasis areas, followed by a description 

of the alternatives describing the overall management that would result from applying the 

multiple use emphasis areas in that particular alternative. 

Emphasis Area A--Livestock Management. Management direction wi Ii emphasize 
increasing forage and livestock production on a sustained yield basis. Emphasis is upon 

Increasing forage, red meat and animal fiber productlon and improvlng forage canpositlon 

and watershed conditions. Significant Investments will be made in range improvements 

which will be multiple use oriented (i.e., wildlife, watershed, etc.). Investments for 
other resources will be min imai, although resource management activities compatible wlth 
I ivestock product ion WI I I cant inue. Dispersed recreation opportunities wi I I continue. 

Wood Land products and timber wfi I be made ava i table. Wild ii fe habitat development 

general iy WI I I not be emphasized. Fire wll I be used to enhance forage production. 

Emphasis Area B--Wildlife. Management direction will emphasize achieving and 

maintaining the best possfble habitat condltlons for fisherles and wlldilfe. Emphas I s 
will be upon increaslng aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat capability, improving 

stream and watershed conditions and providing a high degree of vegetation dlverslty. 

investments for wildlife habitat improvements could be high in certain areas. Woodland 

products and timber will be available and dispersed recreation opportunities will 
cant i nue . Livestock management wil I be of an Intensity to utilize available forage and 

maintain forage vigor while not degradlng wildilfe habitat. The number or season-of-use 

for livestock may be reduced in some areas. 

Emphasis Area C--Recreation. BLM’s recreation program is structured to the intensity 

and type of recreation management required. There are two pr imat-y types of recreation 

management situations which are recognized and which guide the direction of management 

emphasis in the RMP area. The first, Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs), occurs 

where recreation 1 s def ined and recgn ized as the pr inci pa I management objective. The 

second s ttuat ion, Extensive Retreat ion Management Areas tERMAs) s occurs where retreat ion 

f s not the principal management objective but may be an issue or concern of some 

signfficance in multiple use management for the area. This is consistent with BLM’s role 

in accanmodating the dispersed, largely unstructured recreation that typifies the large 

expanses of public land In the planning area. 

The primary management goal is to ensure the continued availability of outdoor 
recreation opportunities which the public seek and which are not readily avallabie from 

other pub1 ic or private entities. Secondary goals Include protecting resources, meeting 

legal requirements for visitor health and safety, and mitigating resource user conflicts 

I nvoi vl ng retreat Ion. 

Recreation objectives are to provide dispersed and resource-dependent types of 
recreation opportunities such as cross-country skiing, hunting, hiking, boatlng, jeeping, 

and fishing and to deal wlth the limited number of situations which require special or 

more intensive types of recreation manqement. Investments WI I I be concentrated in SFdJlAs 
and in those ERMAs where recreation program goals apply. Management objedlves would 

include major investments in facilities and visitor management. Where recreation is not 

the principal management objective, management dlrection will largely emphasize the provl- 

sion of access and vlsitor Information and protecting site resources fran user damage. 
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Emphasis Area D--Wilderness. Management direction wii l al low for wilderness manage- 

ment in accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 890; 16 USC 1131-1136). The 

objective of management is to provide predominantly untrammeled, natural environments for 

the phys icai , biologic and social conponents of wilderness. The physical and biologic 

components are managed so that natural processes are un impeded by human act ivitles or use. 

Natural processes, including natural iy occurring fire, soil erosion and insect and disease 

cycles, proceed essential ly unrestricted by man. Emphasize high ieveis of solitude, few 
party enccun ters, and high opportunities for chai lenge, risk, and self-reliance. Human 

travel Is cross country or by use of a tra I I system. Recreation use wii I be consistent 
with management of wl lderness resources or it WI I I ba restricted or proh lblted when or 

where needed. 

Emphasis Area E--Mineral Development. Management dlrection will emphasize mineral 

development on the public lands. Mineral values indicate that significant reserves of 

valuable minerals are present and that development is either currently ongoing or will 
occur within the near future. Other resource uses wit I occur to the extent that they are 

compatible with the mineral development. Limited expenditures of public resources wll I be 
used in developing the present land resources. Livestock grazing will continue, wlidiife 

habitat will be maintained where feasible, and cultural resources will receive the protec- 

t ion currently afforded by law. 

Emphasis Area F--Cultural Resources. Management direction wii I emphasize the 

preservation, management, and use of the cultural resource properties found within the 

area. Emphasis wit I be on protecting the soils, vegetation and wildlife resources to 

enhance the natural environment of the area and hence the cultural resources setting. 

Mlneral resources will be developed while constrained by existing laws, policy and 

regulations pertaining to cultural resources. Other resource and land management 

activities wii I be constrained to avoid conflict with objectives for preservation, 

protection, and development. 

Emphasis Area G--General Natural Resource Management. Management direction for these 

areas wli I consist of general muitlpie use as prescribed in FLPMA (1976). The resource 

values contained in these areas are not sign 

exists. Management guidance wi I I consist of 

each resource program. 

i 

Emphasis Area H--Public Land Disposal. 

disposal of the public lands; these areas wi 

f icant to the degree that a dominant use 

existing laws, policy, and manuals concerning 

Management of these areas wil I be for the 

I be subjected to addi tionai screening and 

clearances before any tracts identiffed for disposal in this plan may be transferred from 

BLM control. These activities include mineral assessment, cultural resource clearances, 

environmental analysis, appralsai and stmitar site-specific actions. Little or no public 

funds wii I ba spent upon these tracts for resource management; funds would only be spent 

to correct publ lc health and safety problems or to correct severe resource conditions that 
cannot be al lowed to continue. 

Emphasis Area I--Wild Horses. Management direct ion wi I I emphas #ize managing the wild 

horse herds present on public land by providlng necessary forage and water. Some invest- 

merits wou id probably occur to enhance the habitat for the horses and also to reduce con- 

f iicts with other uses in the area. Wild horse management plans wli I be developed. 

Reducing livestock and possibly wildlife may need to occur to maintain forage production 

and vigor. Dispersed recreation, including wild horse viewing, will continue. Woodland 

products will be made available on a limited basis. Fire WI I I be used to enhance forage 

product ion. 
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Emphasis Area J--Forestry and Wood Products. This emphasis is designed to increase 

the production and utiilzation of wood fiber, firewood, post and poles. Emphasis is upon 

improved wood production and ut I I izat ion resulting from extensive modl f lcat ion of tree and 

other vegetation caner. Investments wli I be made for forest management activities, 
investments in other emphasis areas that are canmensurate wl th wood f ibar product ion wli i 

be made. Opportunities wii I general iy be moderate for wi idiife management and for 

dispersed retreat ion. Llvestock grazing wf I I occur; however, disruptions may occur due to 

timber management act ions or object Ives. 

Emphasis Area K--Solis and Water. Management directlon wll 1 emphasize improving 

water quaitty and soil stablifty. Resource data Indicate that signlflcant water quality 

probiems exist in some areas and management action may improve the existing situation. in 

addltton, soil eroslon or fragtle solls exist that are in need of mre Intensive manage- 

ment. Other resource uses wit I occur to the extent that they are conpatlbie with the 

soils and water program directlon for the specific areas. Uses by surface-disturbing 

activities may be limited or dented to improve resource condltlons. Livestock grazing 

wii I be allowed but possibly at a reduced level; ORV use would be ilmlted or excluded. 

Other resources, such as wildlife, cultural, etc., would be protected or enhanced under 

this emphasfs area. 

Emphasis Area L--Area of Critlcai Environmental Concern (ACEC). Management direction 

wil I emphasize the areas of publtc land where special manilgement attention is required to 

protect from natural hazards such as erosion, f Ire, and weather: (1) important historic, 

cultural, and scenic values, and f lsh and wildlife resources and (2) human life and 

property. The guidance wll I provide special management attention that wtl I protect 

Important environmental resources and human tl fe and property from those natural hazards. 

This management should be completed without unnecessarily or unreasonably restrlding 

pubilc land users fro-n purposes that are canpatlble wlth such protectlon. 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

IMTRODUCTIOM 

Four alternatives are considered In deta i I In Chapter One. Three of them--Current 

Management (no action), Resource Conservation, and Resource Util ization--were developed to 
explore a reasonable range of alternatives. The fourth alternative--the Proposed Plan, 
incorporates port ions of the Current Management, Resource Conservation, and Resource 
Ut i I ization alternatives, and general ly represents a balanced approach to resource manage- 

ment. These alternatives were developed as multiple use alternatives and are realistic, 

implementable and comply’with CEQ and BLM planning regulations. 

Resource Conservation Alternative 

Theme 

This ecological ly preferred alternative provides management dlrectlon to enhance 

nonconsumpt ive natural resource values. Multiple resource uses wi I I continue in most 

areas; however, some areas may al low limited use or may be closed to specific resource 

uses, 

wh lch 

prior 

fran 

such as mineral development or access through sensitive wildlife areas. Projects 
enhance resource values such as improving wildlife and riparian areas would receive 

*Ye The following discussion describes the overall management that would result 

mplementing this alternative. 

L lvestock Management. Revise existlng and develcp new AMPS on 53 priority allotments 
(694,(300 acres; see Appendix Nine-E In the Draft RMP). Less intensive management wll I 
occur on remaining al lotments. Range improvements (approx. $430,000 for implementation 
over a ten-year period; see Table l-5) should be developed which Include 47 miles of 

fence, 117 new water developments, and 6,700 acres of vegetation treatment (6,500 acres is 

maintenance of existing land treatments). These AMPS would generally be developed on the 
wel l-blocked public lands In the western and northern portions of the planning area. 

BLM STOCK POND IN UPPER DISAPPOINTMENT VALLEYS 
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Table i-5. Estimated Range Improvements/Costs. 

Type of treatment 

(future) 

Current 

Resource Resource management Preferred 

conservation utilization (no action) 

Fence to be built (ml) 

Stock ponds to be built (no.) 

Springs to be developed (no.) 

Windmil Is to be instal led (no.) 

Vegetation treatments (ac) 

Prescribed burn (ac) 

Seeded (ac) 

Existing treatments to be 

47 80 

99 129 

10 10 

8 9 

200 14,400 

0 2,300 

0 12,300 

77 

129 

10 

7 

10,100 

2,000 

10,000 

maintained (ac) 6,500 23,800 7,900 18,000 

Total initial cost for 

al I improvements $430,000 $1.5 million $200,000 $1.0 mi I lion 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
Available forage in An lmal Un it Months (AUMs) for Ii vestock grazi ng wou I d decrease 

initially by 45 percent (29,062 AUMs) and would be projected to decrease by 33 percent (to 

43,160 AUMs) fran current active preference In the long term under this alternative. 

These target I ivestock use levels may be adjusted in the future to reflect new resource 

information gathered by monitoring or other studies. Consultation with livestock 

operators before flnal decisions are issued will determine whether Individual adjustments 

need to be phased in mer a five-year period or whether such adjustments can be ful ly 
Implemented in the first year. 11111 category al lotments wil I be given a priority for 

future investments in range improvements and monitoring. Al lotments with the greatest 

potential for improvements of aquatic andfor) terrestrial wildlife habitat, watershed, and 

vegetation conditions and livestock forage production wil I ba implemented first. 

Wildlife--Terrestrial. Manage the wildlife habitat to support current population 

levels of deer and elk (20,000 and 1,600, respectively). Provide for increased pronghorn 

antelope use (300) and al low for the reintroduction of 300 bighorn sheep in the Dolores 

River Canyon. See Table i-6 for big game populations by alternative. Continue present 

management of Per ins Peak and Paradox peregrine falcon eyries. Provide protective 

stipulatlon to bald eagle roosts and winter eagle concentration areas. Al low for the 

relntroduct ion of the river otters in the Upper Dolores River. Ccmpl ete necessary 

improvements and HPs for implementation (approx. cost, $358,000 over a ten-year period). 

Wildlife--Aquatic. Improve aquatic/riparlan habitat on the following prlority areas: 

- Upper San Miguel River and its tributaries (39 miles) 
- Upper Dolores River (ii miles) 

- Lower San Miguel River and its tributaries (67 miles) 

- An imas River drainage (24 miles) 

- Lower Dolores River and its tributaries (53 miles) 
- Southwest quadrant streans (55 miles) 
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Develop needed HMPs and improvements for these six areas (including monitoring plans). 
Estimated costs for implementing habitat improvements over a IO-year period wi I I be 

approximately $473,000 for approximately 249 stream miles (see Table l-7). 

Rec

directed 

Retreat 
primitive, 
Table l-6. Estimated Big Game Populations 

By Alternative. 

Resource Resource 

Current conservation utilization Preferred 

Bighorn sheep 0 300 500 300 

Elk 1,600 1,600 3,000 1,600 

Mule deer 20,000 20,000 24,000 20,000 

Prorghorn ante1 ope 175 300 500 300 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

-- 
Table l-7. Estimated Terrestrial and Aquatic and Riparian 

Wildlife Improvements (Summary). 

Type of treatment Cur rent Resource Resource 

(future construction) management conservation utilization Preferred 

Fence to be constructed (ml) 

Eros ion control structures 

(no. of gabions) 

Water conservation structures 

(no. of guzzlers) 

Stock ponds (no.) 

Mechanical treatments (ac) 

Prescribed burn (ac) 

Seeded (ac) 

0 8 0 8 

0 300 140 300 

0 10 30 30 

0 25 0 0 

2,400 2,600 14,000 4,100 

3,000 2,000 10,900 3,800 

4,100 5,700 17,700 7,800 

Aquatic/riparian improvements (mi) 0 249 395 94 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
reation. Continue management of the Si I verton SRMA. Management emphasis will be 

toward managing recreation resources toward the resource-dependent end of the 

ion Opportunity Spectrum (ROS; see Append lx Three). The area WI I I be managed for 
semiprimitive nonmotorized, and semi pr imi t ive motorized retreat ion 
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

opportunities. Typical facilities might include interpretive and directional signing. 

Continue ORV management as per existing American FIats/SiIverton CRV plan (see Table l-8, 

ORV I imitations by each alternative). Develop and implement a Recreation Area Management 

Plan for the Silverton Si%A that outlines specific needs for visitor management and 

facl iities. 

Manage the Dolores River Canyon as an SRMA per classif ications determined by the 

ELM’s ROS system. Manage the Dolores River from Bradfield Bridge to Dove Creek pump 

station for its semiprimitive nonmotorized setting opportunities; from Dove Creek pump 

station to Disappointment Creek for its semiprimitive motorized setting opportunities; 

from Disappointment Creek to Gypsum Valley Bridge under a roaded, natural ROS setting; and 

fran Gypsum Val ley Bridge to Bedrock for its primitive values and opportunity settings. 

Develop a Recreation Area Management Plan for the river which outlines specific management 

goals, objectives and management facilities needed. Typical facl I ities wi I I Include 

parking areas, campsites, toilets, boat ramps, and informational signing. 

Wi Iderness. Recommend as suitable for wilderness the following WSAs: Weber 

Mountain, 6,303 acres; Menefee Mountain, 7,129 acres; Cross Canyon, 12,742 acres; Cahone 
Canyon, 9,040 acres; Squaw/Papoose Canyon, 11,287 acres; McKenna Peak, 19,562 acres; 

Dolores River, 28,630 acres; and Tabeguache Creek, 7,908 acres, Develop wilderness 

management plans for each WSA following designation by Congress. 

Acquire private lands (40 acres) and split estate minerals (120 acres) within the 

Menefee Mounta In WSA. Acquire Section 36 (State of Colorado) in Weber Mountain WSA. 

Acquire private land or easements between Bedrock and the northern boundary of the Dolores 

River Canyon WSA to improve management of the WSA. Acquire Section 36 (State of Colorado) 

adjacent to Mckenna Peak WSA. Close cherrystem roads and ways in the following WSAs: 

Tabeguache Creek, and Cahone, Squaw/Papoose, and Cross canyons. 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to environmental stipulations. Lands 

open to development would be provided on approximately l,155,000 acres; lands open to 

development with lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) on approximately 32,000 acres; 

and closed to leasing on approximately 103,000 acres (see Table l-9). 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the Department of 

Energy (DOE) uranium lease tracts. Continue to assist in the processing of mineral 

act ions. Provide for necessary permits for sand and gravel. Provide protective stlpula- 

tions to protect the un lque fossils in the Placervi i le area. Approximately 34,000 acres 

(943 mil lion avai labie tons) in the Durango KRCRA would be available for further consider- 

ation for coal leasing, The East Cortez (30 mil lion tons) and Nucla (35 mil lion tons) 

KRCRAs would not be available for leasing. 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazl Heritage Center as a cultural resource focal 

point for BLM i n southwestern Cc Iorado (see Chapter Two, Important Cultural Sites or Areas 

for detailed description). Provide for cultural management of: Lowry, Dominguez- 
Escalante, and Cannonbal I rulns, McLean Basin Towers; Ham1 lton and Mocklngblrd mesas; 

Squaw/Papoose, East Rock, Sand and Bul I canyons; Palnted Hand Ruin and Petroglyphs; 

Lightning Tree Tower Group; Hanging Flume; Dolores Cave; Tabeguache Pueblo; and Indian 

Henry’s Cabin. Cultural Resource Management Plans (CRMPs) should be developed to outline 

speci f ic management objectives for each site and area. Provide protect lve oi I and gas 

stipulations (no-surface occupancy) on Sand and East Rock canyons, Cannonbal I, Hovenweep 

buffer, Battle Rock, Easter Ruin, Seven Towers Ruin, Lowry and Dominguez-Escalante ruins, 

l-26 



RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 
Table l-8. ORV Limitations by Alternative (by acreage). 1’ 

Current Resource Resource 

Limitation management conservation utilization Preferred 

Open 941,180 

Limited to Existing Roads and Trails 

798,843 81 1,942 782,139 

Recreation 

S I I verton SRMA 

Cu ltura I 

Mock1 ng bi rd Mesa 

Bul I Canyon 

Indian Henry’s Cabin 

Sand and East Rock canyons 

Soi Is and Water 
DI sappoi ntment Val ley 

Subtota I 

Closed 

Retreat ion 

Lemon-Val leci to Area 

Dolores SRMA 

Weber Mountain 
Menefee Mounta in 

Wilderness 
Al I eight WSAs 

Cultural 

Cross Canyon 

Cahone Canyon 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon 

Tabeguache Creek Canyon 

Wildlife 

Per I ns Peak 
Subtotal 

Total 

51,180 51,180 51,180 51,180 

-- 5,327 
-- 5 
-- 160 

5,880 

Be - -  

51,180 62,552 

-- 

-- 

-- 102,601 28,539 1( 

5,900 -- 
22,464 42,820 

-- -- 

-.- 

- -  - -  13,913 1/ 13,913 .Y 
- -  we 9,498 9,498 

e- m m  8,415 ?! 8,415 1! 
- -  a- 3,100 3.100 

1,640 1,640 1,640 1,640 
1,640 132,605 79,386 103,309 

994,000 9!34,000 

5,327 

5 

160 

5,327 

5 

160 

5,880 

46,000 46,000 

102,672 108,552 

994,000 

5,900 
22,464 

4,680 
4,040 

994,000 

1/994,000 acres in San Juan Resource Area. 

/Specific to the Dolores River Canyon. 

r/Does not include Utah portion of WSA. 
Source : BLM Data 1984. 
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Table l-9. 

Summary of Oil and Gas Leasing (in acres). 

Oil and Gas 

Leasing 

Man agemsnt 

Areas 

Lands open to 

devei opmsnt 

Current Man agemsnt Resource Conservation Resource Ut i I i zat ion 

Alternative Alternative Alternative 

PV’ KGS* PV KGS PV KGS 

1,063,800 182,840 992,274 163,140 1,048,455 181,080 

Preferred 

Alternative 

PV KGS 

1,027,186 169,190 

Lands open to 

development with 

lease stipulations 34,720 2,800 23,065 8,920 51,545 8,920 44,275 20,810 

Closed to leasing 1,480 4,360 84,661 17,940 0 0 28,539 0 

Subtotal 1,100,000 190,000 1,100,000 190,000 1,100,000 190,000 1,ioo,ooo 190,000 

* Ail of the planning area is either categorized as a KGS (Known Geologic Structure) or PV (Prospectively Valuable, see 

Glossary for definition) except approximately 51,OOOacres in the Silverton area. 



RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

McLean Basin Towers, Lightning Tree Tower Croup, and Painted Rand Petroglyphs. Withdraw 

fron mineral entry and provide no-surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing on: Dolores 

Cave, Tabeguache Pueblo, Bul I Canyon Rockshelter, Fainted Rand Ruin, and Indian Henry’s 

Cabin. Limit public access In Mockingbird Mesa; Bul I, Sand and East Rock canyons; and 

lndlan Henry’s Cabin to foot or horse only and restrict vehicle access to authorized 

vehicles only. 

Public Land Disposal. Dispose of approximately 18,000 acres (through sales, 

exchanges, or any other title transfer maans) throughout the planning area as Indicated on 

the Resource Conservation Alternative Map; this includes smal I, unmanageable, isolated 

parcels of land with limited public values scattered throughout the area. 

Wild Horses. Intensively manage for 75 wild horses In the Spring Creek Basin. 

Manage for 50 horses in the Naturita Ridge area. Designate as horse ranges. Develop herd 

management plans and implement necessary range improvements. 

Forestry and Wood Products. Provide for intensive timber management on approximately 

7,930 acres. Estimated al Iowable harvest would be 4.7 mi I lion board feet (MMBF) per 

decade. An additional 35,170 acres would be managed to provide woodland products (fire- 

wood, posts, and poles, etc.). Estimated al Iowable harvest would be 5.3 MMBF (10,600 

cords) per decade. Public land within set-aside areas (see Table l-10) wil I not be 

available for planned forest product harvest. 
Table l-10. Forest Set-Aside Areas within Planning Area. 

Forest Resource Resource Cur rent 
set-asides conservation utilization management Preferred 

Dolores River Canyon area 311 104 104 104 
Lemon/Va I leci to areas 2,965 -- -- 140 

Menefee/Weber Mountain areas 120 -- 120 120 
Si I verton area 12,078 12,078 12,078 12,078 

TPCC (nonsuitable) 1/ 20,042 20,042 20,042 20,042 

Wood land 
set-asides 

Resource Resource Current 

conservation utilization management Preferred 

Dolores Rlver Canyon area 370 370 -- 370 
Range/chaining 23,970 23,970 me 23,970 
kiAs 5,809 -- em Be 

Wildlife 1,152 -- -- -- 

WPCC (nonsuitable) 2/ 530,344 530,344 me 530,344 

-?TPCC = Timber Production Capabi I ity Classification. 

2/WFCC = Woodland Production Capabi llty Classif lcation. - 

Source : BLM Data 1984. 
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Soils and Water. Provide protective management on 4,700 acres in Boulder Gulch 

watershed to protect water quality for Silverton’s municipal water supply. Protect water 

quality in aquifers used for domestic and municipal purposes in the Dry Creek Basin and 

Tabeguache Creek watersheds. 

Manage 78,000 acres in the following watersheds to reduce erosion and sediment yield: 

Disappointment, Gypsum, and Paradox val leys, Dry Creek Basin, Ross Fort Park, Broad 

Canyon, Mud Spring Draw, and Burn, Yel lowjacket, Negro, Bridge, and Hovenweep canyons. 

Manage 30,000 acres In Disappointment Val ley and Yel lowjacket Canyon to reduce 

salinity in the Colorado River system. Reclaim 20 pollution sources (from heavy metals) 

In the Upper An imas River drainage. Develop watershed management plans for al I erosion 

and salinity areas detailing specific management goals and actions. 

Two subalternatives were developed within the Resource Conservation Alternative, the 

No Grazing Subalternative and the Ecological Representation Subalternative. Management 

would be identical to the maln alternative with some readily identifiable and specific 

expectations which are out1 i ned below. The subalternatives were developed to analyze 

these management variations that would occur under this alternative. 

No Grazing Subalternative. The No Grazing Subalternative would require eliminating 

livestock grazing from al I public land in the San Juan/San Miguel planning area. Live- 

stock grazing would be phased out on approximately 937,000 acres of public land, which 

I ncludes 227 grazi ng al lotments used by 176 permi ttees, with a total active preference of 

64,232 AUMs. The vegetation production woul’d be available for wild life and watershed 

protect ion. 

Vegetation Al location and Monitoring. With al I fprage resources available to 

wildlife, in theory, unconstrained elk populations on BLM lands could expand to 12,000 
wintering animals. Similarly, if deer populations were not constrained, the forage 

resource could support approximately 50,000 wintering deer. 

To be more reasonable, it is assumed that deer and elk populations would remain at 

stable levels to meet CDOW and San Juan National Forest long-range goals (as out1 ind in 
the Proposed Plan for wildlife--20,000 deer and 1,600 elk). Bighorn sheep and pronghorn 

poulations would likewise be managed for 300 sheep and 300 pronghorn. 

Exceeding these goals could severely affect private and National Forest lands. In 

addition to forage al location, habitat condition studies would be implemented to monitor 

Use. Data fran habitat studies would be used to identify habitat degradation and to 

recommend reductions in wildlife or adjustments in management strategy. 

Implementation Costs. An est inated 2,000 mi les of boundary fences between BLM and 

adjacent land owners (not including isolated, intermingled tracts of private lands) would 

have to be constructed. BLM would have no control over the design of privately owned 

fences on State or private lands. 

Existing interior fencing and cattleguards would likely have to be removed to allow 

unrestricted movements of wildlife. 

I ife and I ivestock, 

Various water sources, now being used by both wild- 

wou I d not be maintained by the grazing permi ttees. No new range 

improvements would be constructed; however, constructing new or maintaining existing range 
improvements cou Id be undertaken to benef I t resource uses other than I ivestock grazing. 
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Livestock operators with investments In range improvements on pub1 ic land would be 

entitled to remove projects through appropriate salvage rights (Public Law 94-579). 

Livestock trailing across public land would continue to be authorized on a case-by- 

case basis. A major effort would be needed to control trespass. El imlnating I lvestock 

grazing fran public lands within the f+4P/ElS area would incur costs for both BLM and the 

I I vestock operators. An undetermined cost for payment of salvage rights for some range 
improvements which livestock operators have on public land would be incurred by BLM. 

The largest cost associated with this alternative would be the construction of 

trespass control fences. Construction of fences could require an estimated investment of 

as much as $7 mil lion (materials and labor) by I lvestock operators and/or BLM if al I 2,000 

miles of fence were constructed. 

Ecological Representation Subalternative. The Ecological Representation Subalterna- 

tive was developed to study the WSAs that are included in this RMP which contribute to 

expanding the diversity of the NWPS. In this subalternative, Cross Canyon, Dolores River 

Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Weber Mountain WSAs would be reconmended suitable for wi I derness 

designation (a total of 65,961 acres), using the Wilderness Manageability Alternative 
boundaries as described in the Draft WI lderness Technical Supplement. Cahone Canyon, 

Menefee Mountain, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek WSAs would be recommended 
nonsuitable for wilderness designation (a total of 35,364 acres); the proposed management 

of these areas Is described under the Preferred Alternative in the Supplement. 

This subalternative is based primarily on the classification system used durlng the 

U.S. Forest Service’s RARE II Study, which uses the ecoregion and physiographic regions of 
the United States (as developed by R. G. Bailey and A,, W. Kuchler). For the purposes of 
this RMP, an ecoregion describes a continuous geographic area over which the enviromental 

complex, produced by cl imate, topography, and soil) is sufficiently uni form to permit 
development of characteristic types of ecologic associations. Ecorqions are canblned 

with potential natural vegatatlon types (PNVs; I.e., pinyon-junlper woodland) and physlo- 
graphic land forms ( i .e., canyons, mountains, etc.) which are used to relate and differen- 
tiate between a unique or fairly cannonplace ecosystem studied for possible inclusion Into 

the NWPS (see Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement, Appendix Three-A, for detailed 

discussion). 

In addltion, the Ecological Representation Subalternative focuses on the supplemental 

values found within each of the WSAs. In some instances, It is the canbinatlon of a WSA’s 

ecosystem and its unique supplemental values which would add significantly to diversity 
within the NWPS. 
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Resource Utilization Alternative 

Theme 

The Resource Utilization Alternative emphasizes development and use of econcmic 

values, such as minerals, available on pub1 ic land. Multiple uses would continue; 

however, resource values contributing to the local or regional econmy would be favored. 

This alternative would favor mineral exploration and development, range utilization, and 

land exchanges or sales; projects relating to these uses would receive priority. The 

following discussion describes the overall management that would result from implementing 

this alternative. 

Livestock Management. Revise existing and develop new AMPS on 109 al lotments 

(850,000 acres; see Appendix Nine-E In the Draft RMP). Less intens ive management w l I I 

occur on the remaining al lotments. Range improvements (approx. $1.5 mil lion for 

implementation over a ten-year period) should be developed, which include 80 miles of 

fence, 148 new water developments, and 52,800 acres of vegetation treatments (23,800 acres 

of this includes maintaining existing land treatment). 

Available AUMs for llvestock grazing would initially reduce by 19,819 AUMs (31%) but 

would increase 29 percent fran current active preference under this alternative. These 

target livestock use levels may be adjusted In the future to reflect new resource 

Information gathered by monitoring or other studies. Consultatlon with livestock 

operators before flnal decisions are issued wil I determine whether individual adjustments 

need to be phased In over a five-year period or whether such adjustments can be ful ly 

implemented in the first year. All rrIw and priority wMw category allotments will be given 

priority for investments in range improvements and monitoring. 

Wildlife--Terrestrial. Manage the wildlife habitat to support increased populations 

of deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, and bighorn sheep (24,000 deer, 3,000 elk, 500 pronghorn 
antelope, and 500 bighorn sheep). Al low the reintroduction of bighorn sheep in the 

Dolores River Canyon. Continue present management of Per Ins Peak and Paradox peregrine 

falcon eyries. Provide protective stipulations to bald eagle roosts and winter eagle 

concentration areas. Allow for reestablishing river otters in the upper 00lores River. 

Complete necessary improvements and UPS for implementation (approx. cost, $1 ml1 lion over 

a ten-year per lad). 

Wildlife--Aquatic. Improve aquatic and riparlan habitat on the following areas (in 

priority order): 

- Upper San Miguel River and its tributaries (54 ml les) 

- Upper Dolores River (52 miles) 

- Lower San Miguel River and its tributaries (67 miles) 

- An imas River dralnage (24 miles) 

- Lower Dolores River and its tributaries (143 miles) 

- Southwest quadrant streams (55 miles) 

Develop needed UPS (including rronitoring plans) for implementation (approx. cost, 

$1.26 million over a ten-year period). 

Recreation. Continue management of the Silverton SR4A. Management emphasi s wi I I be 

directed more toward developing recreation opportunities in the facl lity-dependent end of 
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the ROS (see Appendlx Three). Provide increased urban, rural, and roaded natural 

recreation opportunities and experiences. Continue ORV management as per existing 

mangement plan in American Flats/SiIverton ORV plan (see Table l-8). Develop and 

implement a Recreation Area Management Plan for the Silverton SI%lA that outlines specific 

needs for visitor management faci titles needed to encourage visitor use while not 

degrad i ng the resources. 

Manage the Dolores River Canyon as a SfU4A as per classifications determined by BLM’s 

ROS system. Manage the Dolores River (Bradfield Bridge to Dove Creek pump station) for 

its semIprimltlve, nonmotorized recreation setting opportunities and fran Dove Creek pump 

stat ion to Disappointment Creek for 1 ts roaded, natural recreation opportunities. Also 

manage the river fran Disappointment Creek to Gypsum Val ley Bridge for its rural setting 

opportunities and from Gypsum Valley Bridge to Bedrock for its primitive opportunities. 

Develop a Recreation Area Management Plan for the river that outl ines speci fit management 

goals, facilities, and objectives needed to encourage visitor use while not degrading the 
resource. 

Wilderness. Under this alternatlve, none of the WSAs wou Id be reconmended as 

suitable for wilderness. Alternative land uses for the eight areas are summarized below: 

WSA 

Cahone Canyon 

Cross Canyon 

Dolores River 

Canyon 

McKenna Peak 

Menefee Mounta in 

Squaw/Papoose 

Canyon 

Tabeguache Creek 

Weber Mountain 

Resource Emphasis 

Livestock, minerals (oil and gas), and cultural resources. 

Livestock, minerals (oil and gas), cultural resources, and 

wildlife habitat. 

Recreation and salinity control. 

Livestock, wildlife, and soils and water. 

Minerals (coal, oil and gas), forestry, and wildllfe. 

Minerals (oil and gas, uranium and vanadium), cultural resources, 

and I ivestock. 

Cultural resources and aquatic and riparlan habitat. 

Minerals (coal and oil and gas) and wildlife. 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to environmental stipulations. Lands 

open to development without lease stipulations wil I be provided on approximately 1,229,OOO 

acres, and lands open to development with lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) on 

61,000 acres. 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the DOE lease tracts. 

Continue to assist In the processing of mineral actions. Provide for necessary permits 

for sand and gravel, Including possibly 1,200 acres of Ewing Mesa. Provide special 
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stipulations to protect the unique fossils in the Placervil le area. Approximately 1,880 

acres in the Nucla KRCRA (33.8 mi I lion tons), 1,240 acres in the East Cortez KRCRA (13.3 

million tons), and 54,000 acres in .the Durango KRCRA (1.8 bit llon tons) would be available 

for further consideration for coal leasing. 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazi Heritage Center as a cultural resource focal 

point for BLM in southwestern Colorado. Provide for cultural management of LowryI 

Dominguez-Escalante, and Cannonbat I rul ns; McLean Basin Towers; Sand 9 East Rock, Bul I, 

Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons; Painted Hand Ruin and Petroglyphs; Dolores Cave; 

Lightning Tree Tower Group; Hanging Flume; Tabeguache Pueblo and Tabeguache Canyon; Indian 

Henry’s Cabin, Lightning Tree Tower Group, and Hanging Flume; and Hamilton, Cow, and 

Mock\ ng bi rd mesas. CFdllPs should be developed to outi ine specific management objectives 

for each site or area. Provide protective oil and gas stipulations (no-surface occupancy) 

on Sand and East Rock canyons; Seven Towers, Cannonbal I, Easter, Lowry, and Dominguez- 

Escalante Ruins; McLean Basin Towers; Battle Rock, Hovenweep buffer, Lightning Tree Tower; 

and Painted Hand Petrog lyphs. Withdraw frcm mineral entry and provide for no-surface 

occupancy stipulations for oil and gas on Painted Hand Ruin, Dolores Cave, Tabeguache 

Pueblo, Bull Canyon Rockshelter, Indian Henry’s Cabin, Lightning Tree Tower Group, and 

Hanging Flume. 

Limit pub1 ic access In Mockingbird Mesa, But I Canyon, and Indian Henry’s Cabin to 

foot or horse only and restrict vehicle access to authorized vehicles only. Close Cross, 

Cahone, Squaw/Papoose, and Tabeguache canyons to al I ORV use. Acquire easement into Sand 

Canyon and administrative access into Cannonbal I Mesa and Yel lowjacket Canyon. 

Public Land Disposal. Dispose of approximately 33,000 acres (through sales, 

exchanges, or any other title transfer means) throughout the planning area as indicated on 

the Resource Utilization Alternative Map; this includes smal I, unmanageable, isolated 

parcels of land scattered throughout the area. In addition, public lands located in the 
Vigil-Abeyta and Archuleta mesa areas also would be disposed of. 

WI Id Horses. All wild horses in the planning area would be removed. 

Forestry and Wood Products. Provide for intensive timber management on approximately 

1 1,220 acres. Estimated allowable harvest would be 6.6 MMBF per decade. An additional 

42,130 acres would be managed to provide woodland products (firewood, posts, poles, etc.). 

Estimated al lowable harvest would be 6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade. 

Soils and Water. Provide protective management on 4,700 acres in Boulder Gulch 

watershed to protect water quality for Silverton. Protect water quality in aquifers used 

for domestic and munlclpal purposes in the Dry Creek Basin and Tabeguache Creek 

watersheds. 

Manage 50,000 acres in Disappointment Vat ley and Dry Creek Basin to reduce erosion 

and sediment. Manage 50,000 acres in Disappointment Vat ley and Yellowjacket Canyon to 

reduce salinity in the Colorado River. Reclaim five pol lution sources (of heavy metals) 

in the Upper Animas River drainage. 
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Current Management (No Action) Alternative 

Theme 

The Current Management Alternative reflects ELM’s current management direction, 

policies, and exlstlng land use plan decisions. It was assumed that no major policy 

changes would occur and that the same funding level and apportionment of funds for 

resource programs would continue. The following dlscussion describes the overall manage- 

ment that would result frcm implementing this alternatlve. 

Livestock Management. Continue current management of the 11 AMPS (304,000 acres; see 

Appendix Nine-E in the Draft RMP). Less Intensive management will occur on remaining 

a I I otments. Range Improvements including 7,900 acres of existing vegetation treatments 

will be malntalned (approx. $200,000 over a ten-year perlod). The Current Management 

Alternatlve Is the proposed action for livestock grazing, because the Proposed Plan cannot 

be Implemented pending nonltorlng (W.0. MelrPrandum 82-650). 

Wildlife (Aquatic and Terrestrial). Continue current management to mslntaln habitat 

to support 20,000 deer, 1,600 elk, and 175 pronghorn antelope that graze on public lands. 

Continue management of Perlns Peak and Paradox peregrine falcon eyrles. Provide protec- 

tive stipulations to bald eagle roosts and winter eagle concentration areas. Maintain 

aquatic and rlparlan habitat. Complete l+4Ps and improvements necessary for Implementation 

fapprox. cast for terrestrial Improvements, $191,000 over a ten-year period). Continue 

management of the McElno Rare Snake and Lizard Research Natural Area. 

Recreation. Continue management of the Sllverton SRMA. Maintain limited rronltorlng 

and use supervislon. Provide public Information and assistance concerning the area. Con- 
tinue ORV (see Table l-8) and VRM management as per existing MFP direction. Manage the 

Dolores Rlver Canyon for Its wild and scenic qualities as per existing MFP direction. 

Continue to manage Weber and Menefee mountains for their primitive values noted In the 
exf sting MFP. 

Wilderness. No designated BLM wilderness areas currently exist In the planning area. 

Alternative land uses for the eight areas are contained within the other emphasis areas 

(see the Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement for detailed description). 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to environmental stipulations con- 

tained In existing oil and gas umbrellas. Lands open to development without lease stlpu- 
lations wll I be provlded on approximately 1,245,OOO acres; lands open to development with 

lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) on approximately 39,000 acres; and closed to 
leasing on approximately 6,000 acres. 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the DOE uranium lease 

tracts. Provide necessary permits for sand and gravel 0 Cont i nue exl st I ng coal leases 

(National King Coal t 340 acres 18.6 mi I lion tonsl; Perma Resources, 90 acres 15.7 mi I I Ion 

tons1 1. Emergency leases or lease modif lcatlons may be required at a future date. 

Cu I tura I Resources. Manage the Anasazi Herl tage Center as a cultural resource foca I 

point for BLM in southwestern Colorado. Continue cultural management of Lowry, Escalante, 
Domlnguez, and Cannonbal I ruins; Hanglng Flume; McLean Basln Towers; and Sand Canyon. 

Continue present protective withdrawals and no-surface occupancy oil and gas stipulations 

for Sand and East Rock canyons; Cannonbal I, Easter, Seven Towers, Lowry, Domlnguez- 
Escalante ruins; McLean Basin Towers, Battle Rock, Hovenweep buffer; and Palnted Hand 

Petrog lyphs. 
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sale, exchange , or bwndary adjustment, of approximate 

planning area as indicated in the Current Management A 

This includes smal I, unmanageable, isolated parcels of 

scattered throughout the area. 

Public Land Disposal. As per existing MFPs, consolidate public land ownership, by 

f ly 16,000 acre !s throughout the 
,lternat ive Map (see Draft RMP/EIS). 

land with lim i-ted public values 

Wild Horses. Continue monitoring approximately 100 horses in the Spring Creek Basin 

and approximately 21 horses in the Naturita Ridge area (see Appendix Five for more 

detail). 

Forestry and Wood Products. Continue intensive timber management on approximately 

9,540 acres of forest lands. The estimated al Icwable harvest would be 5.6 MMBF per 

decade. Continue to provide woodland products (firewood, posts, poles, etc.). 

Soi Is and Water. Protect 4,700 acres in Boulder Gulch watershed to ensure water 

qual i iy for Si I verton. Protect water quality in aquifers used for domestic and municipal 

purposes In the Dry Creek Basin and Tabeguache Creek watersheds. 

Special Management Areas. Continue management on the McElno Rare Snake and Lizard 

Research Natural Area and proposed mineral withdrawal. 

Ji.rr\ir~E~ 401~s~ (WITHIN SAND CAfeor CIILTIJRAL Erlt’tiAs~s /\REA) IS 
CLIFF DWELLING COllSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 1% ROOMS* 
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Proposed Plan 

Theme 

The Proposed Plan balances conpeting demands by providing needed goods and services, 

while protecting important and sensitive environmental values. The goal of this alterna- 

tive is to change present management to the extent necessary to meet statutory require- 

ments and policy commitments and to resolve identified issues in a balanced, cost- 

ef feet ive manner. The following discussion describes the overai I management that would 

result from implementing this alternative. 

Livestock Management. Revi se existing and develop new AMPS on 71 priority al I otmsnts 

(810,000 acres; see Appendix Nine-E in the Draft RMP). Less I ntens iv0 management w i I I 

occur on remaining aliotmants. Range improvements (approx. $1.0 mi I lion for 

implementation over a ten-year period) should be developed that include 77 miles of new 

fence, 146 new water developments, 40,100 acres of vegetation treatmant (18,000 acres of 

which includes maintaining existing land treatments). 

Available forago 1AUMs) for livestock grazing would be an initial reduction of 22,461 

AUMs (33%) frcm current active preference and in the long term would increase 13 percent 

frcm current active preference under this alternative. These target livestock use levels 

may be adjusted in the future to reflect new resource Information gathered by monitoring 

or through using other studies. 

Consulting with livestock operators before final decisions are issued wil I determine 

whether individual adjustments need to be phased in over a five-year period or whether 

such adjustments can be fui iy implemented in the first year. Al I 1’1” category al iotments 

will be given a priority for future Investments in range improvements and mnitoring. 

Allotments with the greatest potential for improving wi Idlife, watershed, and vegetation 

conditions and livestock forage production will be Implemented first. 

Wildlife--Terrestrial. A goal of this land use plan (subject to the ava 1 labi I ity of 

manpower and funds to conpiete necessary wildlife habitat improvements) wil I be to manage 

the habitat for current levels of deer and elk (20,000 and 1,600, respectively). In 

addition, monitoring the vegetative resource may indicate wildlife reductions may be 

needed to localized areas to maintain use within the carrying capacity. The redud ions 

may be shared with danestic livestock depending on monitoring results. Provide for 300 
head of pronghorn antelope and allow for reintroducing 300 bighorn sheep in the Dolores 

River Canyon. Continue present management of Perins Peak and Paradox peregrine falcon 
eyries. Provide protective oil and gas leasing stipulations for bald eagle roosts and 

winter eag le concentration areas. Reintroduce river otters In the upper Dolores River. 

Complete necessary improvements and HMPs necessary for implementation (approx. cost, 
$500,000 over a ten-year period). The following riparian areas should be managed to 
improve aquatic and(or) riparian habitat; Rot, North and South mesas; La Sal and Dry 

creeks ; the East and West forks of Dry Creek Canyon; and Cross, Cow, Cal-one, Hovenweep, 

and Bridge canyons. 

Wildlife--Aquatic. Improve aquatic and riparian habitat on these areas listed in 

priority order: the upper San Miguel River and its tributaries (44 miles), the upper 

Dolores River and its tributaries (30 miles), and the lower San Miguel River and its 
tributaries (20 miles). Develop needed t+lPs and improvements for implementation (includ- 

ing monitoring plans; approx. cost, 8233,000 over a ten-year period). 
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Retreat ion. Continue intensive recreation management of the Silverton SRMA. Provide 
for a blend of settings and opportunities that tend toward the resource-dependent end of 

the BLM’s ROS system. Allow local ccmmunities to provide for facility-dependent settings 

and opportun ities. Provide increased semiprimitive, motorized opportunities with some 

primitive, semiprimitive, nonmotorized, and roaded natural settings and management objec- 
t ives. Continue ORV management in the Silverton SWA as per existing plan (see Table 
l-8). Develop and implement a Retreat ion Area Management Plan for the Si lverton SWA that 

outl ines specific needs for visitor management facil ities. 

Manage the Dolores River Canyon as a S&IA as per classifications determined by BLM’s 

ROS system. Manage the Dolores River from the Bradfield Bridge to Dove Creek pump station 

for its semiprimitive nomnotorized recreation setting opportunities and from Dove Creek 

pump station to Disappointment Creek for its semiprimitive motorlzed setting opportuni- 
ties. Also manage the river from Disappointment Creek to Gypsum Valley Bridge for its 

rural setting opportunities and from Gypsum Valley Bridge to Bedrock for its primitive ROS 
values and settings. Determine carrying capacities for the river corridor consistent with 

speci f ic ROS sett I ng c lass1 f icat ions. Develop a Recreation Area Management Plan for the 

river that outi ines specific management goals, objectives, and facilities needed. 

Manage Weber and Menefee mountains for their semiprimitive recreation values. Both 

areas should be closed to ORVs and managed under VRM Class I I standards. 

The McElmo Research Natural Area (RNA; see Glossary) wil I be managed for research 

values but revocation of the mineral withdrawal wii I occur. No-surface occupancy 

stipulations for oil and gas leasing will be continued. 

Wilderness--Introduction. This recommendation is preliminary and subject to adminis- 

trative review. A final legislative wilderness EIS will be developed for the eight WSAs 

in this planning area; after completing the administrative review and filing by the 
Secretary of the Interior, the EIS will be available for public review. Fol lowing the 

wilderness EIS’s release, the Secretary will make his final recommendations to the 

President for the eight WSAs. 

Suitable--Dolores River Canyon WSA. The Dolores River Canyon WSA is being reccm- 
mended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness designation, primarily because it 

possesses highly outstanding characteristics for primitive and unconfined recreation, 

solitude, and naturalness, as wei I as seen ic grandeur and superb wi I derness character is- 

tics. It is a national ly unique area and is worthy of preservation in its natural state. 

The nationally significant values associated with Dolores River Canyon WSA include: 

(1) Formerly a Wild and Scenic River candidate as recommended by an interagency 

study report in 1976 and reconmended to Congress for protection on several occasions; 
(2) Outstanding primitive and unconfined recreation opportunities associated with 

the river, canyons, and mesas; 

(3) Unique plant and animal communities found within the WSA that contain threatened 

and endangered species habitat; and 

(4) Extremely diverse topography and geology that lends to the creation of outstand- 

I ng scenery, vi stas and excel lent solitude opportun I ties. 

This unique ccmbination of factors, found only in the Dolores River Canyon WSA, 

creates the specific need and rationale for BLM to recommend this area as prel iminari ly 

suitable for w i I derness designation. 
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A total of 28,539 acres would be recommended--the acreage and boundaries listed in 

the Wilderness Manageabi I it-y Alternative and Preferred Alternative in the Draft Wilderness 

Technical Supplement (April 1984). A wilderness management plan will be developed follow- 

ing the area’s designation by Congress. 

Nonsul tab le--Speci f ic Rationale--Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs. 

Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyon WSAs would be recommended as nonsuitable for 

wilderness designation based on the fol lowing reasons: 

(1) Al I three WSAs have manageabi I ity problems because of numerous pre-FLPMA oil and 

gas leases, encumbering an average of approximately 42 percent of the public land within 

these WSAs (see maps and narrative in Appendix Four); they also contain numerous mining 

claims. There is a moderate to high probabi Ii ty that some of the pre-FLPMA leases or min- 

ing claims will be develcped during the term of the plan. 

(2) They do not contain nationally signif icant values (scenery, T&E habitat, and 

recreation) unique enough for wilderness designation. Although their cultural resources 

are unique, these cultural values, along with the other primary values identified (road- 

less, wildlife, etc.), wii I be properly managed in consonance with other resources includ- 

ing I ivestock grazing, aquatlc/riparian habitat, and minerals. 

Nonsuitable--Specif ic Rationala--Weber and Menefee Mountain, McKenna Peak, and 

Tabeguache Creek WSAs. Weber and Menefee mountains, McKenna Peak, and Tabeguache Creek 

WSAs would be reccmmended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation based on the following 

reasons: 

(1) The values contained in each area (i.e., scenery, wildlife habitat, etc.) are 

not nationally significant enough for inclusion in the NWPS. While they may be local ly 

or, in some cases, regionally important, to be suitable for recanmendation, BLM feels that 

these areas should contain a substantial amoun,t of nationally sigif icant values to be 

reconmended for inclusion in the NWPS. 

(2) The management proposed by BLM is the most appropriate use of the land (see 

following table) and would protect the sensitive resources found in each area. 

(3) The majority of the primary values identified (roadless, visual, wildlife 

habitat, etc.) by the public can be managed in a nonwilderness alternative management 

scheme through professional application of the principles of multiple use management. 

(4) Weber Mountain WSA has four pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases (see Appendix Four, 

Table 4-3) with known oil and gas production (a KGS is located at its northern boundary), 

which raises concerns as to its future management. Developing these leases (which has a 

low to moderate probability to occur) would severely affect the values contained in the 

area. 

(5) Tabeguache Creek WSA is a sensitive area ecological iy and archaeologically. 

Protecting the wildlife and archaeological values can be acconplished by designating the 

canyon as an Outstanding Natural Area (ONA). Recreation use may be incompatible with this 

proposed management d i rect ion. Visitor use of the area may be limited only to educational 

and scientific purposes; a management plan would be written after the area is designated 

an ONA and would consider those uses. The integrity of the main canyon will also be 
protected by an ORV closure and no-surface occupancy stipulations for oil and gas leasing. 

(6) These four WSAs would not significantly expand wilderness opportunities within a 

day’s driving time of major population centers, because there are significant designated 
wilderness areas in the immediate region (see Appendix Three-A of the Draft Wilderness 

Technical Supplement). 
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These seven areas met the basic definition of WSAs and were therefore identified as 

WSAs; however, they do not contain national ly significant values to the same degree, 

extent, or combination of those found in the Cblores River Canyon WSA, or other WSAs 

previously recanmended in Colorado’s BLM districts. BLMls Montrose District has 

previously studied eight WSAs and one Instant Study Area in recent EISs. 

Therefore, it 1 s BLM’s recommendat ion that these seven WSAs do not warrant lnclus ion 

into the NWPS; they would be managed under BLM’s Interim Management Policy for WSAs until 

the wilderness review process is completed. If reccmmendations presented in this Final 
EIS are adopted, the areas would be managed as follows: 

WSA 

I. Cahone Canyon 

2. Cross Canyon 

3. McKenna Peak 

4. Menefee Mounta 1 n 

5. Squaw/Papoose Canyon 

6. Tabeguache Creek 

7. Weber Mountain 

Recommendations 

Cultural resources, livestock grazing, aquatic/riparian 

habitat improvements, oil and gas leasing (primarily no- 

surface occupancy stipulations) and ORV closures. 

Same as Cahone Canyon. 

Watershed and wildlife values, livestock grazing, 

and ORV restrictions (existing road and trails). 

Recreation (semi primlt ive, nonmotor ized), wild I ife 

values, ORV closures, and oil and gas leasing (primarily 

no-surface occupancy stipulations). 

Same as Cross and Cahone canyons. 

Cultural resources, aquatic/riparian values, oi I and 

gas leasing (primarily no-surface occupancy stipulations) 

and ORV closures. 

Same as Menefee Mounta in. 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leaslng subject to environmental stipulations. Lands 

open to development without lease stipulations wll I be provided on approximately 1,196,OOO 
acres; lands open to development with lease stipulations (no-surface occupancy) on approx- 

imatel y 65,000 acres; and closed to leasing on approximately 29,000 acres. 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the DOE uranium lease 

tracts. Provide for necessary permits for sand and gravel, Including possibly 400 acres 

on Ew i ng Mesa. Provide protective stipulations to protect the unique fossils in the 

Placervil le area. Approximately 1,480 acres in the Nucla KRCRA (26.6 mil lion tons) and 

46,000 acres in the Durango KRCRA (1.5 bii lion tons) would be available for further con- 
sideration for coal leasing. 
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The East Cortez KRCRA presently will not be available for coal leasing; it will be 
managed under a WI I d II fe emphasis. This area did not receive an expression of Interest 
when a cal I was made in 1983. The coal present is not of suff iclent quality and quantity 
to be more than local ly significant. BLM is also focusing the possible future coal 

development in other areas where previous coal developtnsnt has occurred. The wildlife 

val ues are sign If icant due to adjacent private land development. The KRCRA could stil I be 

considered for leasing in the future, subject to a plan amendment being completed as wel I 

as its being reevaluated in a future F@4P revision. 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazi Heritage Center as a cultural resource focal 

point for BLM in southwestern Colorado. Provide for cultural management of Lowry, 
Domi nguez-Escal ante, and Cannonbal I ruins; McLean Basin Towers; Squaw/Papoose, Bul I, Sand, 

Cahone, Cross, and East Rock canyons; Painted Hand Ruin and Petrcglyphs; Dolores Cave; 

Tabeguache Pueblo and Tabeguache Canyon; Indian Henry’s Cabin; Hanging Flume; Lightning 

Tree Tower Group; and Hamilton, Cow, and Mockingbird mesas. CRMPs should be developed to 
outl ine specific management objectives for each site or area. 

Provide protective oil and gas (no-surface occupancy) stipulations on Sand, Cahone, 

Cross, Squaw/Papoose, Tabeguache, and East Rock canyons; Cannonbal I, Easter, Seven Towers, 

Lowry, and Dominguez-Escalante ruins, Lightning Tree Tower, Battle Rock, Hovenweep buffer, 

McLean Basin Towers and Painted Hand Petroglyphs. Withdrawal fran mineral entry and 
provide for no-surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing on Painted Hand Ruin, Dolores 

Cave, Tabeguache Pueblo, Bul I Canyon Rockshelter, and Indian Henry’s Cabin. 

Limit publ lc access in Mockingbird Mesa, Bul I Canyon, and Indian Henry’s Cabin to 

foot or horse only and restrict vehicle access to authorized vehicles only. Close Cross, 
Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons to al I ORV use. Acquire easement into Sand Canyon and 

administrative access into Cannonbal I Mesa and yel lcmjacket Canyon. 

Manage Tabeguache Canyon as an Outstanding Natural Area (see Glossary). The area 

wil I be closed to ORVs and no-surface occupancy stipulations wil I be provided in the 

immedi ate canyon. 

Public Land Disposal. Through sales, exchanges, or any other title transfer means, 

dispose of approximately 21,800 acres throughout the planning area, as indicated on the 

Preferred Alternative Map (see Draft FU4P); this includes smal I, unmanageable, isolated 

parcels of land with limited public value scattered throughout the area and Archuleta 
Mesa. 

WI Id Horses. The BLM has detenni ned that managing for a vi able horse herd would not 

be a reasonable investment of public funds. Wild horses inf I ict signif icant, adverse 

effects upon the vegetation, soils and water resources and conf I ict WI th other resource 

uses. A better job of managing important big game winter range, watershed, and vegetation 

could be implemented through eliminating the Spring Creek Basin and Naturita Ridge herds. 

Additionally, two wild horse ranges, Little Bookcliffs and Sand Wash Basin, currently 

exist in western Colorado for public viewing. Both ranges are located within conmuting 

distance from major population centers. 

Forestry and Wood Products. Provide Intensive timber management on approximately 

10,960 acres. Estimated al lcmable harvest would be 6.5 MMBF per decade. An additional 
42,130 acres would be managed to provide woodland products (firewood, posts, poles, etc.). 

Estimated al Iowable harvest would be 6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade. 
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Soi is and Water. Provide protective management on 4,700 acres in the Roulder Gulch 
watershed to protect water quai ity for Si iverton. Protect water quality in aquifers used 

for domestic and municipal purposes in the Dry Creek Basin and Tabeguache Creek 

wa ters hed s. 

Manage 65,000 acres in the following watersheds to reduce erosion and sediment yield: 

Disappointment, Big Gypsum, and Paradox vai leys and Dry Creek Basin. Manage 46,000 acres 

in Disappointment Valley to reduce salt (salinity) and sediment flow into the Colorado 

River. 

Develop watershed management plans for al I accelerated erosion and salinity areas 

detail i ng speci f ic management goals and act ions. Reclaim five pollution sources (for 

heavy metals) in the Upper Animus River drainage. 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). The public land west of Cortez 

(approx. 156,000 acres; see Fig. l-l 1 would be designated as an ACEC. Private lands 

within the ACEC would not be affected by the proposed desiFation. The proposed Anasazi 

Culture Multiple Use Area contains important cultural, mineral, recreation, range, back- 

country va I ues, and w 1 id I I fe resources. It represents the focus of the northern Anasazi 

devei opment, with more than 100 sites per square mile in many areas, representing the 

highest known archaeologic site density per acre of any area in the nation. The total 

number of sites on public lands here is estimated at nearly 20,000, many covering 10 acres 

or more. Large oil and gas and CC2 reserves (within the Sand Canyon KGS) are also con- 
tainej within the area. Shei I Oil Company has made a muitimii lion dollar investment in 

these CO2 resources, with a project ii fe of more than 30 years. The public land within 

the ACEC provides forage used by livestock and wildlife. The increased mineral devei op- 

merit presents a chai ienge to BLM to provide high quaii ty habitat for the i lvestock and 

wildlife dependent upon public lands. Population growth places Increased pressure for 

recreation pursuits on the pubi ic lands. These opportunities need to be provided, while 

emphaslzing the cultural and mineral values. 

The management of the public lands within the ACEC will be intensified under this 

proposa I. Detailed activity plans will be developed, closer monitoring of the surface- 

disturbing activities wii I be undertaken, and addi tionai manpower and money wi I I be 

requested to nore intensively manage this significant resource. (See the ACEC desct-ip- 

tion, L, Appendix Five, for more details on proposed management.) 

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 

During the beginning of the alternative formulation process, adding two alternatives 

was anal yzed. One alternative ccuid have been developed that maximized using both renew- 

ab ie and nonrenewab ie resources; this would have required great trade-offs among the many 

public land users. It was considered unrealistic in light of the planning Issues and 

BLM’s muit i ple use mandate. 

An additional alternative was also analyzed that would have greatly constrained the 

present public land users and would have al lowed the natural ecologic processes to con- 

ti nue throughout the planning area, with only minimal impacts caused by humans. It also 

would have involved greatly reduced mineral leasing, livestock grazing, and wildlife and 

cultural resource management. Again it was considered unrealistic in light of the pian- 

ning issues and BLM’s multiple use mandate. 
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Public canments on the Draft RMP/ElS focused mainly on the wilderness issue in the 

land use plan. In response to this pub1 ic interest, BLM considered an alternat ive between 

the Draft and the Final RMP/ElS of reccmmending three additional WSAs (McKenna Peak and 

Weber and Menefee mountains) as suitable for designation as wilderness. Included in this 

reccmmendation was a provislon that Congress would al low oil and gas leasing in all four 

areas, subject to a “no-surface occupancyI’ st ipulat ton to protect the surface resources 

but stil I al lowing the drainage of anticipated oil and gas resources from under the 

surface of the WSAs. 

This alternative was dtscussed with several key environmental groups and oil and gas 

t ndustry representatives. The general consensus was that this alternative was not feas- 

ible to pursue because it was beyond BLMrs existing administrative responsibility and it 

also entered into the legislative arena. It was thus dropped fran further consideration 

by BLM because of the lack of support from the above-merit ioned groups. 
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Table l-11. Conparative Analysis of Impacts for tl-e FNP Alternatives. 

Subalternatives to 

Resources/ 
activities 

Resource 

ccn~ vaticn 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

l&out-u3 Current management *cpo=d Ecological 

uti I izaticn (no action) plan No grazing representation 

Energy 

and 

Minerals 

Oi I and Gas 

Closed to leasinq: 

103,000 ac (8% of bb acres. 5,840 ac (Xl% of 23,539 ac cc2$ of Fb charges wculd 76,628 ac (6% of 

planning area). planning aea). planning area). occur under this planning area). 

alternative. 

Open with Stipulations (no-surface occupancy stipu~aticns): 

31,985 ac (<3% of 60,615 ac (5% of 39,040 ac (3% of 65,085 ac (5% of 38,000 ac (3% of 

p lann i ng area ) . planning area). planning area). planning area). p I ann i ng area). 

Open without Stipulations: 

1,155,414 ac (89% of 1,229,385 ac (96% 1,245,120 ac (96% 1,196,285 ac (93% 1,245,OOO ac 

p lann I ng area). of planning area). of planning area). of planning area). (96% of plan- 

ning area). 

Locatable Minerals 

129,000 ac ( 13% of 4,000 ac (<I% of 4,400 ac (<I% of 34,000 ac (3% of b changes would 70,188 ac (7% 

planning area) planning area) planning area) plannitg area) occur. of planning 

withdrawn fron withdrawn fron withdrawn fran withdrawn fron area) withdrawn 

mineral entry. mineral entry. mineral entry. mineral entry. fron mineral 

entry. 

34,000 ac (943 The fol lcwing acres Two leases totaling The following acres N3 charges wculd Sam as Resource 

mil lion tons) in the would te available 430 ac exist (14.3 would be abei lable OCCU-. Conservat ion 

Durargo KRCFH would for caal leasig: million Ions). for cosl leasing: Alternative. 

be available for the Du-ango KRCRA, the Dvango tWRA 

coal leasirg. 54,000 ac (1.8 (46,000 ac) or 1.5 

bil licn tons). the bil I ion tons, 8 the 



Table l-l 1. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

Energy 

Resource 

conservation 

S&alternatives to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource &t-rent management R-oposed ECOlogiCal 

utilization (no action) plan No grazing representat ion 
Coal (continued) 

and 

Mineral s Al I of the East 

(continued) Cortez 8 Nucla 

KRCMs would not be 
available for coal 

IeaSing. 

Wildsrness designa- 

tiond all WSAs 

wil I preclude 

develcpirg coal, oil 

a gas, a2. a 
uranium reserves on 

102,601 acP except 

where val Id existing 

oi I a gas leases a 
minirg claims are 

present. 

Signif icant, long- 

term adverse impacts 

would result from no 
leasing S n-surface 

ocarpancy stipula- 

tions for oil a gas 
leasing B with- 

drwals fron mineral 

entry. 

East cortez mcR4, 
1,880 ac (13.3 

mll lion tons), a 
the Nut la ECRA, 

1,880 ac (33.8 

million tons). 

h&la KRCRA (1,480 

ac) or 26.6 mil lion 

lms. The East 

Cortez IRCRA woul d 

nof be available 

for coal leasing0 

Wildsrness desiqa- 

tion of the Cblores 

River Canyon WSA 

would result in 

siqif icant lasses 

of oil a gas 

reset-vtss. 

Siqif icant, long- No slyif icant 

term adverse in$acts would 

impacts wou I d OCCUT. 

result frcfn no 

leasing 8 no- 

scPface ocarpancy 

st ipu lat ions for 

oil a gas leasing a 

withdrawals from 

mineral entry. 

Siqif icant, long- 

term adverse 

impacts would 

result frcm no- 

surface occupancy 

stipulations for 

oil a gas leasing a 

withdrawals fron 

mineral entry. 

Wilderness 
designation of 

the four WSk 

would result in 

siqif lcant 

lasses of oi I P 

gas a a32 
reserves, excapt 

where val id 
atistirg oil a 

gas leases a 
mining claims 

are present. 

lb changes would 

ocolr 0 

Siqif icant, 

I q-term 

adverse impacts 

would result 

frcm no leasing 

a no-sLsface 

occupancy 

stipulations for 

0i1 a gas 
leasing a with- 
drawals from 

mineral entry, 



Table l-l 1. (continued) 

Resources/ 
activities 

Reaurce 
conse-vation 

Subalternatives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management Ropo=d Ecolcg ical 

utilization (no action) plan No grazing representation 

Vegatat ion Long-term, tenef i- 

cial charges in 

vegatat ion condi t i on 

would lmpr~e water- 

sheds, wildlife 

hdbi tat, 8 I ivestock 

p-oduction. 

soi Is 

ard 

Water 

long-term, siqif i- 

cant decreases In 

erosion, sediment, 8 

salinity yields 

would occuro 

tinicipal 8 donestic 

wter SOLO-ces would 

be protected ., 

Potential lases of 

cpportun ities for 

salinity control 

work in portions of 

MclGnna Peak WSA 

car Id occur. 

long-term, pceit ive 

impacts wculd be 

similar to those 

I i std under the 

Resou-ce Conserva- 

tion Alternative, 

except to a geater 

extent. 

long+enn decreases 

in erosion, sedi- 

m3ntp 8 salinity 

yields would occur. 

Mmicipal 8 

donest ic water 

sources would be 

protected 0 

Site-specific, long-term, pcsitive 

adverse impacts impacts wculd be 

would continue with similar to those 
detrimental ef feds I isted under 

to vegetation. Resowce Conserva- 

tion Alternative. 

Continued high Impacts would ba 

erosion 8 sadinr3nt similar to tlose 

yields would occur. listed under 

Salt loading in the Resource 

Colorado River lhilimtion 

would remain Alternative. 

unchanged. 

bnicipal 8 

domest ic zater 

sources would te 

crate&d o 

Long-term, positive 

impacts wculd occur 

due to removing 

I ivesttxk. 

long-term, 

beneficial impacts 

would occur due to 

lack of surface 

di sturrrbance 8 

vegetation 

voted ion. 

Impacts would be 

similar to the 

Resovce Conser- 

vat ion Alterna- 

tive, except 

fewer areas 

would be pre- 

served dua to 

desicyating the 

four WSAs as 

wi I darness. 

Impacts would be 

similar to ttose 

listed under 

Resource 
Conservation 

Alternative, 
except less area 

(Xi%) wculd ba 

pwtected o 



Resources/ 
activities 

Resource 

conservatim 

Table l-11. (continued) 

Subalternatives to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource QJrrent management hoposed Ecolq ical 
utilization (no action) plan No grazing representat ion 

Terrestrial brig-term imp-ove- 

Wildlife mants in habitat 

conditions would 

OcQlr. Land 

disposal would cause 

adverse inpacts lo 

winter range (2%) 8 

riperian values (Y 

ml ). T8E species 

would bnefit fran 

increased protec- 

tion. Big game 

herds would renain 

static . 

Manage habi tat for Manage habl tat for 
20,000 deer, 1,600 24,000 daer, 3,000 

elk, 300 prorghorn, elk, 500 pronghorn, 

8 300 bigtorn 8 500 bighorn 

She9. She@$. 

Aquatic 

Wildlife 

Long-term, tenef i- 

cial impacts would 

occcT on 250 miles 

of aquatic 8 

riparian habitat. 

Habitat conditions 

would inprave in 

long ten. 

Increased land 
disposal would 

cause adverse 

impacts due to 

habitat Ices (38). 

T8E species would 

be enhanced B big 

gam herds would 

1 ncreasa . 

Long-term, benef i- 

cial impacts wculd 

occv on 400 miles 

of aquatic 8 

riparian habitat. 

Improved f i shary 

resow-ces would 

occur. 

Habitat ccndi t ions 

woJld remain static 

or would decline in 

long term. Big 

gan3 pcpu lat ions 

wculd dacline in 

long term. 

%nqe habitat for 

current pcpu lat ion 

levels of 20,000 

dear, 1,600 elk 8 

175 pronghorn 

ante1 ope. 

Sane habitat would 

continue to 

decline; others 
wculd remain static 

or imp-ova. 

Impacts would be 
similar to ttose 

listed under the 

Resource Conserva- 

t ion A lternat i VB. 

ALEC designat ion 

would have long- 

term, positive 

impacts on wlld life 

though more inten- 

s ive rranagenent. 

Manage habi tat for 

20,000 deer, 1,600 

elk, 300 pronghorn, 

& 300 bighorn 

shefp. 

long-term, banef i- 

cial impacts would 

cccv on 94 miles 
of aquatic 8 

riparian habitat. 

Intensive I ivestock 

B wildlife manage- 

ment would occur on 

an additional 306 

miles of habitat. 

Long-term, 
potential decline 

in habitat condi- 

tion would occur, 

but ovaral I impacts 

would ba positive 

to wildlife 

habitat. 

long-term bnef i- 

cial impacts would 

OCCW. 

Impacts would be 
similar to those 

I isted under 

Resource Conner- 

vat ion A Iterna- 

tive, except 

less w i I darness 

area (36%) would 
be desiigated a 
fewer areas of 

wildlife habitat 

would bj 

p-oteded . 

Impacts would be 

similar lo those 

listed under 
Resource Conser- 

vat ion Alterna- 

tive but less 

area (36%) would 

te protected. 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ 
activities 

Resource 

conservation 

Subalternatives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management R-w=d ECOlCCJiCd 

utilization (no action) plan No qrazinq representation 

Livestock Sigif icant. long- 

Grazing term adverse impacts 

to I ivestock opera- 

tors wcu Id occur due 

to lowered I ivestock 

prcduc-t ion. 

Livestock use would Livestock use would 

decrease 3% fron increa93 29% fron 

cu-rent act i ve cwrent active 

preference. preference. 

Wild Horses Wild horse popula- 

tions would be nan- 

aged at healthy, 
viable levels in 

Sprirg Cresk (75 

head) 8 Natvita 

Ridge (50 hetid herd 

XWS. 

&gative impacts to 

public viewing 

would occur due to 
renovi ng horses. 

Positive, lorg-term 

impacts would occur 

to vegetation ) 

livestock, 8 wild- 

I I fe resources. 

Slgif icant, bene- 

ficial lcng-term 

impacts to I ive- 

stock operators 

would occu- due to 
increases in live- 

stock p-oducticn. 

b &ange under 
this alternative 

would occu- to 

livestock use 

levels. 

Populations would 

continua to in- 

crease with local ly 

sigif icant. ad- 

verse impacts to 

vegetation, I ive- 

stock grazing, 8 
big gane habitat. 

!+xse populations 

@q-ox. 100 head 
in Spring Cresk 

Basin, 24 in 

Naturita Ridge) 

would decline in 

their viabi I ity in 

long term. 

Similar to impacts 

I isted under 

Resovce Ut i I i zat ion 

Alternative. 

ACE designation 

would have long-term 

positive impacts to 

I i vestock rranagenant 

in tb Sacred Moun- 

tain area through 

more intensive 

managerrant. 

Livestock use would 

increase 13% fron 

cu-rent ad i ve 

p-eferenoe. 

Impacts would be 

similar to those 

I lsted under Res- 
once Utilimtion 

Alternative. 

Livestock use con- 

sisting of 64,232 

ALMS would bs last 

in short 8 long 

term, casing sig- 

n if icant, adverse 

impacts to I ive- 

stock operators. 

Wild horses would 

increase in long 

term in both areas0 

No sigif icant 

inpacts would 

OCCW. 

Impacts would be 

similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resovce 

Consarvat ion 

Alternat Ive. 



Table l-11. (continued) 

ReSN-ES/ 

activities 

Resource 

mservat ion 

Subalternatives to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current nenagement l+wsed Ecological 
utilization (no action) plan No grazing representation 

Forestry InsiFif icant pro- 

duct ion I csses 

would occu-. 
Improved management 

woul d increase rood 

f iber production 

over the long term. 

Estimated al lrvrable 

tinber harvest would 

be 4.7 t+BF/decade, 

8 &land harvest, 

5.3 l@lSF/decade. 

Retreat ion long-term, benef i - 

cial impacts would 

occur. WI I darness 

desiyation would 

have both positive 8 

negative, long-term 

impacts lo recreb 

ticn cpportknities a 
seitilqs. 

lnsiqif icant 

product ion 
increases would 

occur. Impacts 

would be similar to 

Resource 
Conser~t ion 

Alternative. 

Estimated al Iarable 

tinker harvest 

would be 6.6 

M@F/&cade a 
wocd land harvest, 

6.4 t+BF/decade. 

,Long-term, benef i - 

cial impacts would 

occur. Retreat ion 

settings a oppor- 
tunities would tS 

p-ovided. f&d for 

atypical ecoiypes a 
retreat 1 on sett i ngs 

would ccntinue with 

no WSAs desig-~atsd 

as w 1 I derness. 

Insiqif icant lnsiqif icant Wood land (24,000 

mxhct ion p-odwzt ion acres) would b 

increases woul d increases woul d made available for 

occur. Impacts occur. Impacts intensive manage- 

would be similar to would be similar to nent. 

Resource Resource 
Conservat ion Conservation 

Alternative. Alternative. 

Estimated al Iarable 

tinker harvest 

would te 5.6 

tMSF/decade. No 

weal land acres are 
intensively 

managed. 

Estimated al Icwable 

t i nber harvest 

would te 6.5 

-F/decade a 

wood land harvest 

6.4 tM3F/decade. 

lmpacts~would be 

similar to those 

I i stal . under 

Resolrce 

Utilization 

A lternat i ve. 

Impacts wculd b 

similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource Conserva- 

tion Alternative. 

Dolores River Can- 

yon WSA would be 

des iqated as 

wi I derness, ACEC 

desipation would 

have positive, 

long-term impacts 

on recreation set- 

tings a opwtmi- 
ties ttrcugh more 

intensive tranage- 

merit. 

Big gama hunting 

cpportLnities would 

increass initial ly 

d then gadually 

decline. 

Impacts would be 

similar to 

Resou-ce 

Corservat ion 

Alternative. 

Impacts would te 
simi lar to those 

I isted under 

Resou-ce 

Conservation 

Alternative, tut 
fewer acres 

would be 

designated as 

wil ckrness. 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

RfEOUR.33 

conservation 

Subalternatives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Re!ZOUW3 Current management Reposed Ecological 

utilization (no action) plan No grazing representat ion 

Retreat Ion 

(contirued) 

Cu ltu-al 

Resources 

Visual 

Resources 

f43nagenent of f&nagenent of 

Dolores River Canyon Dolores River 

8 silW-ton SFWis Canpn 8 Silwrton 

would b %lAs would te 

intensified. Intensified. 

Overal I long-term, 
beneficial impacts 

would occv. 
Potential adverse 

impacts because of 
increased visitor 

use would occur that 

would be assxiatd 

with wilderness 

designation. 

Over-al I long-term, 

beneficial impacts 

woul d occur; 

however, s i te- 

specific, adverse 

impacts wculd occur 

due to increased 

mineral devel cprfent 

cm Cross. Cabne, & 

SqLaWPapocee 

canyons. 

AQFOX. 508 of b-ox. 45% of 
important landscapes important land- 

within planning area scapes with in 

would te protected. planning area would 

ba protected. 

Imp&s would be 

similar to those 

listed under 

Resource 

Utilization 

Alternative. 

Low levels of 
cultval resource 

nanqement wi I I 

continue to 

&ersely affect 

these resources. 

No Wclasses have 

ben establishat. 

t%nage McElrco RNA 

tut remove proposed 

mineral withdrawal. 

Effects would be long-term tenef i- 

similar to thxe cial impacts would 

listed under occw becarse of 

Resource Conserva- el iminatirg live- 

t ion Alternative, stock iranpling on 

but ACEC designa- cultural resource 
tion would have sites. 

long-term, positive 

impacts on cultval 

resources thxugh 

nor8 intensive 

management. 

Nanage Tabeguache 
Canyon as an OtW. 

App-ox. 7% of No sig7if icant 

important land- impacfs would 

scapes within OCCW. 

planning area would 

be protected. 

Impacts would be 

similar to ttose 

listed under 
r- 

Resource 
z 

Conservation 
G 

Alternative, 

except that four % 

L6As would be E 
des i qated 

instea of 

s 
5 

eight. ti 

Effects would be 

similar to ttose 

I isted under 

Resource 

Conservation 

Alternative, but 

fe\gr acres 

would to 

affected. 



Resources/ 

activities 

ReSOUWS3 

conservation 

Table l-l I. (ccntilu3d) 

Subalternatives lo 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Peeource Current management RcQosed Ecolcgical 
utilization b-10 action) plan No grazing representation 

Wilderness Long-term, pceit ive 

Resources* impacts lo wi I ckr- 

ness values would 

occur. Natural 

values would be 

enhanced o Diversity 

in MPS would ba 

enhanced as would 

supplemental values. 

Al I eight WSAs 

(102,601 ac) would 

be raconmended for 

wilderness. 

F@tent i a I penmnent Potent i al permanent 
losses of wilder- losses of wi I dsr- 

ness charader- ness draracter- 

istics 8 values istics 8 values 

would occur. would occur. 

R-ior MFPs did not 

consider 

wilderness. 

Dolores River hytem, 
Canyon WSA (28,539 beneficial impacts 

ac) would ba recan- would OCCLT due to 

mmded for WI Ider- protecting 

ness. Impacts vegetation. 

would te similar lo 

thcee listed under 

Resource Conserva- 

t ion A lternat i VB 

for Dolores River 

Canpn WSA 8 sane 

as Resource 

Utilimtion 

Alternative for 

other seven WSAs. 

Impacts would be 

similar to ttose 
listed under 

Resource Conser 
wt ion Alterna- 

tive for Crces and 

Dolores River 

canyons, Md<enna % 
Peak, and Weber F 
Mcunta in WSAs. 2 
App-ax. 65,961 G 
axes wculd be 

recantended for % 

wi I derness. E 

s 
Impacts would te 

similar to those 

I isted under th 

Referred Alterna- 

tive for Catone a 
Sq uaw/Papwse 

canyons, Tabeguache 

Creek, 8 tinefee 

tinta In WSAs. 

* This does not include all alternatives discussed in the Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement. 



Table l-l 1. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

Resource 

conservation 

Subal ternat ives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management Reposed Ecological 

utilization (no action) plan No grazing representation 

bndS 

Fire 

Management 

ORV use 

Econan its 

lands d i sposal 

(app-ox. 1.8% or 

18,000 ac of plan- 

ning area) will be 

I q-term, benef i - 

cial use through 

imp-w i ng management 

efficiency. San3 

impacts wculd occur 

to RWs and pr iwte 

lards due to wilder- 

ness dsiqaticn. 

tider this al terna- Impacts wculd be 

tive, imp-oved fire simi tar to those 

management in I i sted under 

ecological setting Resou-ce Conserva- 

would occur0 tion Alternative. 

Public lands would 

ba desiyated 80% 

open, 6% limited, 8 

14% closed to CRVS. 

Increased revenues Increased revenues 

for recreation 8 are projected, but 

tourism would occur, no sign i f icant 

but, oberal I, no impacts would 
5 ign i f icant impacts. ocoJr o 

3.3% of planning 

area (33,000 ac) 

would te disposed 

of, improving fmn- 

agement efficiency. 

No wl lderness would 
be desiqated. 

Public lands would Public lards are 

be desiqated 82% cu-rent ly 95% open, 

open, 10% limited, 4% limited, 8 less 

&8%ClOSCltO than 1% closed to 

CRVS. CRVS, 

Impacts wculd te 
similar to those 

I isted under 

Resovce IJtiIiza- 

t ion Alternative, 

except 1.6% of 
planning area 

(16,600 ac) would 

be disposed of. 

lk significant 

impacts would occur 
under this 

a lternat i ve. 

Irb significant 

impacts are cur- 

rently occrrrring. 

Impacts would te 
similar to those 

I i ste3 under Fk 

sovce Conserwt ion 
Alternative, except 

there would be 

fewer inpacts frcm 

wilderness deslq~a- 

tion on F0Ws 8 

primate land. 2.2% 

of planniq area 

(22,000 ac) would 

te disposed of. 

Impacts would be 
similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource Conserva- 

tion Alternative. 

Public lands would 

be desiqated 79% 

cpen, 11% limited, 

8 10% closed to 

ows. 

Impacts wculd be 

similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resou-ce Conserva- 

tion Alternative. 

lb impacts wculd Impacts would be 

occur under this similar lo 

alternative. Fkmurce Gmser- 

vat ion A Iterna- 

tive, except 

only folr areas 

would be 

des i vted 

wi I dernees. 

k important No change would 

impacts would occur occur under thi s 

under this alternative. 

a lternat i ve. 

Individual ranchers Impacts would be 

would be sipifi- similar to these 

cantly affected but under tba Re- 

siqif icant impact sovce Conset-va- 

would occur metal I. tion Alternative. 

Sauce: ELM Rata 1984. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter Two summarizes various physical, biologic, and socioecononic characteristics 

of the planning area that af feet or are affected by the RMP. Much of the in format Ion 

contained is summarized frcm the Management Situation Analysis (MSA), which is available 

for review at the Durango San Juan Resource Area Off Ice. The MSA includes more deta i led 

material not duplicated in this RMP/ElS, including a description of current management 

(summar lzed in Chapter One, Alternat Ives). 

Cl imate 

The San Juan/San Miguel planning area (see Fig. 2-l) is located in a high plateau and 
mountainous, continental climate regime characterized by dry air, sunny days, clear 

nights, low to moderate precipitation and high evaporation , and extreme daily temperature 

changes (see Tabla 2-l). The Continental Divide borders the eastern portion of the study 

area, and the very high, rugged terrain of the San Juan Mountalns Is to the east and 

north. The western and southwestern port ion Is characterized by high mesas and deserts. 

The region’s canplex topography causes considerable varlation in site-specific tempera- 

ture, precipitation, and surface winds. Extremely frigid conditions and blizzards can 
occur, but severe weather conditions such as tornadoes, floods, and damaglng hall are 

rare. 

The climatology of the planning area is diverse; the following description descrlbas 
a range of climatic conditions throughout the plannlng area. Temperatures vary most1 y 

with elevation, and to a lesser extent, with local microclimate. At h igher elevat Ions. 

summer temperatures general ly range frcm lows of 37’F to highs of 73°F. Winter tempera- 

tures range from l°F to 36°F. Extreme temperatures fal I as low as 45’F or as high as 

9O’F. Freezing temperatures and snowfal I are possible year-round, with snow accumulation 

likely from September through May. At lower elevations, summer temperatures wil I range 

frcm 50°F to 93°F. Winter temperatures range from -14°F to 43“F. Extreme temperatures 

fal I as low as -26’F or as high as 104’F. Freezing temperatures are I ikely from September 
through May, with snow accumulation frcm October through April. 

Annual precipitation is highly variable, ranging frcm 12 inches (in.) to 39 in., with 

a smal I summer maximum due to thunderstorms. At the highest elevations, most p-ecipita- 
t ion cones from wlnter snowstorms. Snowfal I amounts vary frcm approximately 24 In. at the 

lower elevations to more than 360 in. at Wolf Creek Pass; mountainous accumu lat ion may 

*at-y fran 30 in. to 89 in. 

Although upper level winds may predominate from the west and southwest, the diverse 

and rugged terrain of the planning area results in complex windflows and surface winds. 

Synoptic (pressure gradient) winds are forced around hil Is or channeled through val leys, 

but without strong gradient flows, daily upslope and downslope winds predominate. Upslope 
winds usually occur on sunny mornings when the air at higher elevations heats rapidly and 

rises. Downslope winds occur In the evenings when the air near the ground cools, becomes 

dense and sinks downward along drainages. The planning area is located in the southwest 

air basin of Colorado, which is defined based on drainage winds, indicating areas of 

similar atmospheric flow, topographic influence and general dispersion potential, 
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Figure 2-l. San Juan-San Miguel planning area boundaries, 
showing major towns and counties. 
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Table 2-l. Selected Cl lmatlc Data. 

Stat Ion 

Frost-free 

per lads 
E I evat lon Temperatures (OFI Preclpltatlon (in.1 Mean Mean 
(ft; mean Extreme Mean Annua I Mean Extreme Annua I Month1 y Month1 y Mean Days (begin (end 
sea level) mlnlmum mlnlmum mean maxlmum maxlmum mean maxlmum mlnlmum snowfal I date) date) 

Cort ez 

Durango 

Fort Lewis 

lgnaclo 

Mesa Verde N.P. 

NOtWOOd 

Pagosa Spr I ngs 

Paradox 

S 1 I verton 

Tel lurlde 
Val lecito Dam 

Wolf Creek Pass 

6,185 -27 34 48 64 100 12.6 1.7 0.4 43 126 5/29 10/2 
6,545 -29 28 46 64 97 18.5 2.6 0.7 67 152’ 5/18* 10/17* 
7,595 -35 27 43 57 93 17.3 2.2 0.8 79 96 6/l 3 9/17 

6,430 -35 28 46 64 102 13.8 1.8 0.6 40 106 6/7 9/2 1 

7,070 -20 37 50 63 99 17.7 2.2 0.7 79 158 5/14 10/19 

7,020 -31 28, 45 59 93 14.2 2.0 0.7 60 109 6/7 9/24 

7,235 45 25 43 61 99 18.9 2.5 0.7 124 58 6/2 1 8/18 

5,315 -20 34 50 68 104 11.8 1.7 0.5 24 129 512 1 9/27 
9,315 -36 19 37 54 84 22.4 3.0 1.2 14’0 10 6/28 7/8 
8,760 -33 23 39 55 90 21.7 2.9 1.0 147 40 6/23 8/2 
7,645 -35 27 43 59 91 25.2 3.1 1.1 130 112 6/4 9/24 
9,415 -18 25 37 52 88 40.9 4.9 1.1 363 20* 6/24* 7/l 4’ 

* U.S. Department of Commerce 1981. 

Source: Pedco Environmental , Inc. 1981. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--AIR QUALITY 
.  .  . . -  . . - - - - . - - . - .  -  - . - . _ . . . - . - . - - I - - - . - -  - - . - - -  . -___ .__ . . ,_ . . . . . .  - - . -  _ . -  . . _  .  ._ ._ , ._  .  ..__ -  . _ . - . . . __ .  _ ___ _ 

MINE WORKINGS NEAR THE PARADOX VALLEY AREA. 

(Under stable condltlons, pol lutants tend to co1 lect and concentrate In an air basln untl I 

reglonal synoptic wlnds dfsperse the alr between basins.) 

Alr Quallty 

The alr quality Is believed to be typlcal of undeveloped reglons In the western 

Unlted States; amblent pot lutant levels are usually near or below the measurable Ilmlts. 

Prellmlnary estlmates for pollutant concentrations In the planning area are avallable In 

the San Juan Resource Area Off ice. tocatlons vulnerable to decreasing alr quality from 

extensive development Include lmmedtate operation areas (surface mfnes, ml1 IIng opera- 

tlons, power plants, etc.), and local populatlon centers with thelr Induced Impacts. 

Seasonal average standard visual range measurements (distance) at Mesa Verde Natlonal Park 

vary from 88 to 150 ml les. 

Most of southwestern Colorado has been deslgnated a Preventlon of Slgnlflcant 

Deterloratlon (PSO) Class I I (Federal alr quallty Increment) attalnment area. Some towns 

have measured hlgh Total Suspended Particulate (TSP; see Glossary) levels (exceeding 

Increments), but since the cause Is prlmarlly natural fugltlve dust, these towns have been 
designated llunclasslf led” for TSP. PSD Class I areas In the plannlng area Include Mesa 

Verde National Park and Wemlnuche Wllderness Area. The former Wilson Mountaln Prlmltfve 

Area (now part of Lizard Head Wilderness) Is a Colorado Category I alr quality area under 
the U.S. Forest Service’s (USFS) jurlsdlctlon. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--MINERALS 

Minerals 

Leasable 

Coal. Coal Is found 1n three geologic formatlons wIthIn the plannfng area: the 

Dakota, Menefee, and FruItland. The Dakota sandstone crops out In the western port Ion of 

the area; however, only near’ the East Cortez and Nucla KRCRAs (Fig. Z-la) does there 

appear to be canmerclal quantltles of coal In the Dakota Formatlon. The other coals 1n 

the format Ion appear to be rather d1 scontlnuous, reaching a maxlmum thickness of 2 feet. 

In many places only a highly carbonaceous shale Is present (Culllns and Bowers 1965). 

Dakota coal Is considered to be of coking quality In the Nucla area and of marginal coking 

quallty In the East Cortez area (see Table 2-2). 

The other two formatlons (Menefee and FruItland) that contain coal are exposed on the 

north and northeast marglns of the San Juan Basin (Shomaker 1971). Both Menefee and 

FruItland coals are consldered to be of coking qualIly dependent on their locatIon In the 

KRCRA. The Menefee and Fruitland outcrops trend along the northern boundary of the 

Durango KRCRA In Colorado. Past coal mlnlng In the Menefee and FruItland formatlons 

supported the Denver and RIO Grande rallroad spurs and may have also provided domestlc 

needs, while mining In the Dakota FormatIon mafnly provided for local needs. 

Al I of the Nucla (2,080 acres, 35 mll lion tons) and the East Cortez (2,840 acres, 30 

mll IIon tons) KRCRAs are 100 percent mIneable by surface methods. In the Durango KRCRA 

(143,780 acres), approxfmately 5 percent (300 ml I IIon tons) of the area Is mlneable by 

surface and underground msthods; the remslnlng 95 percent (5 bIl IIon tons) Is mlneable 

only by underground methods. 

Coal production 1n the plannfng area has been from three major mlnlng operations: 

the Martinez Strip (Chimney Rock; east of Durango), the King Coal (National King Coal; 

west of Durango), and the Nucla Strip (see Table 2-3 for breakdown of coal production and 

Fig. 2-lb). The Natlonal Klng Coal mlne has been the only coal producer from public land 

In the plannlrg area 1n the last ten years. 

A cal I for coal resource InformatIon was made ln early 1983 and expresslons were 

Indicated In two areas In the Durango KRCRA, the Chimney Rock and Hay Gulch areas. Based 

upon the lack of expresslons In other areas, this plan focused the unsultablllly analysfs 

on only high and moderate lands In the KfXRAs. No expresstons were received on the Nucla 

or East Cortez KRCRAs. 

Demand for coal can be expected to Increase slightly once IeasIng beglns In the 
Colorado portion of the San Juan region. Factors that I 1mIt Increased demand for coa I 1 n 

the planning area are lack of transportation (no nearby raIlheads) and contracts to 

purchase any coal that Is produced-- factors whfch have consIderable Influence on the 
stab11 Ity of the demand for the coal. 

011 and Gas. 011 and gas productfon, occurring throughout the planning area, has 

been and Is curren>ly from deslqated 011 and gas fields or trend expressIons of thase 

f Ields (see Table 2-4 for major fields and productIon). Producing formatIons are the 

Lower lsmay and Desert Creek units of the Paradox Member of the Hermosa FormatIon; RICO 

and Cutler formatIons; Shlnarump Member of the Chlnle Formation; MorrIson, Dakota, Mesa 
Verde, and Picture Cliffs Sandstone fortmtlons (State of Colorado 1981). 
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Figure 2-la. Mineral resources within the planning area, 
including the Nucla, East Cortez and Durango KRCRAs and DOE 
-ease tracts. n 7 I I 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--COAL 
Table 2-2. Quality of Coal In KRCRAs In Plannlng Area 

------------------- --i--L---- 
KRCRA Coal formatlon Qua 1 lty -- 

Nucla Dakota Subbftumlnous C to hlgh-volatile 

A bltumlnous rank 

Percent --. 
Sulfur: 0.3 to 0.7 

Ash: 11.0 to 28.8 

7,373 to 11,546 Btus 

East 

Cortez 

Dakota General ly thln and dlscontlnuous; 

Hlgh-volatile bltumlnous B or C 

rank 

Sulfur: 

Ash: 

Percent -- 
-0.7 t0 9.8 

14.2 to la.3 

10,440 to 14,400 Btus 

Dur ango Frultland: Poor quality due to thin shale 

Durango area partlngs and h Igh ash content 

Sulfur: 

Ash: 

Percent ------ 
1.3 

16.8 

11,900 Btus 

Pagosa Springs area Medium-vo lat I le bltumlncus rank 

Sulfur: 

Ash: 

Percent --_I_ 
0.9 to 1.7 

11.4 to 23.4 

10,890 to 12,650 Btus 

Menefee: High-volatile, bltualnous B or C 

Dur ango area rank 

Sulfur: 

Ash: 

Percent ------ 
(10 

Cl0 

12,500 to 14,000 Btus 

----- ---------- 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--COAL 

Most 
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Glossary) 
Table 2-3. Coal Productlon In Plannlng Area. 1/ 

------- v-v- 
Year Wartlnez King Coal Nucla Strip 

-- strip ---. v-----P- 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

198% 

4,366 

38,677 

78,786 

8,425 

255,013 

259,477 

252,500 

9,488 106,798 

9,912 106,723 

15,790 104,980 

16,770 97,939 

22,570 94,402 

66,046 102,393 

92,014 121,752 

87,189 93,069 

135,368 60,260 

121,068 61,237 

65,077 41,815 

Total 897,244 629,939 991,368 

.-- ---- -------- 

1/Figures In tons, from 1973 through 1983. 

~/AS of December 1983. 

Source: State of Colorado Mine InspectIons 

1983. 
of the 011 and gas productIon from public lands In the planning area fapprox. 

h Is currently leased) has come fran fields In the western portlon of 
Dolores, and San Miguel counties ; most of these f Ields are located near or 

 Utah-Colorado border. GEM Reports for Squaw/Papoose, Cross and Cahone canyons 

ay 19831 have also shown this area to have high potentlal for 011 and gas. 

lderable amount of geophysical lselsmlc) exploratlon has been and continues to 

 ; In some cases, the same areas have been explored many times over. The area 

Utah-Colorado border between the Flodlne Park and the Papoose Canyon flelds Is 

of thfs concentrated seismic exploration, 

nd gas production In the planning area has remalned relatively constant over the 

 through 1981 (see Table 2-5). In 1982 the area suffered a decline In the 
wel I drll llng actlvlty and loss of oil- and gas-related jobs due to a temporary 

of 01 I and gas resultlng from energy conservation efforts and depressed 

ctIvlty. 011 and gas productIon frcm the plannlng area appears to be consistent 

atlonal trend BarrIck, personnal commun. 1983). 

Canyon and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs and the Rare Snake and Lizard Area (480 

 been ncmlnated by fndustry as Areas of Crltlcal Mfneral Potentlal (ACMP; see 

for 01 I and gas. 
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I Figure 2-1 b. Mineral resources within the planning area, 

I 
I 1 

including KGSs, existing coal leases and areas under mining 
m Plans of Operations. 
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XFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--MINERALS 
Carbon Dioxide (C02). CO2 gas fields are being developed in the McElmo Dome 
area, the premier producing region in Colorado for COP0 In addition, the Doe Canyon 

area has potential for CD2 development, although very little activity has taken place at 

this time (Barrick personal ccmmun. 1983). CO2 occurs in the Leadvil le Limestone of 

Mississippian age (Ekren and Houser 1965) and its main use is for tertiary oil and gas 

recovery in depleted fields (see Table 2-5 for production figures), 

Current Co2 demand is higher than what is being produced. Production is currently 

approximately 400 to 500 mmcf (mi I lion cubic feet) per day since Shel I began their 

pipeline production, which should average one billion cubic feet of CO2 per day by 1988 

(She1 I Oil Co., personal conmun . 1983 1. 

Locatable 
Uranium and Vanadium. Uranium and vanadium are found throughout’the planning area, 
occurring mainly in the Morrison Formation of late Jurassic age; to a lesser extent, these 

elements also occur in the Chinle, Entrada, and Burro Canyon formations. Although the 
IMorrison Formation is widely distributed in the planning area, major ore-grade deposits 

are located in a narrow, elongated area, known as the “Uravan mineral belt,” the principal 

2-10 
Chrcmo 

Dove Creek 

Flodi ne Park 

Goodman Point 

House Creek 

Li sbon S.E. 

McClean 

Montrose Dome 

Field 

Andy’s Mesa 

Cache 

Papoose Canyon 

Point Lookout 

S i erra 
Slick Rock 

Total 

Public 1981 Production Cumu lat ive Gas prod- 

land Oi I 9s oi I uct ion County 

(%) (barrels) (thousand (barrels) (thousand (Colorado) 

cubic feet) cubic feet) -- 

90 0 349,130 10,696 14,704,629 San Miguel 

67 68,135 78,340 3,514,384 6,723,318 Montezuma 

25 1,082 0 158,036 6,342 Archuleta 

100 0 0 24,121 372,@60**" Montezuma 

100 25,530 104,384 2,181,017 a,o29'ii42 Montezuma 

100 to 0 1,401 552 Montezuma 
10 0 0 0 25,383 Montezuma 

100 1,931 839,233 129,817 11,541,053 San Miguel 

100 0 0 6,124 19,232 Montezuma 
100 0 0 0 58,092 Montrose 

90 113,025 1,055,462 1,720,994 13,200,861 Dolores 

10 0 0 0 23,000 Montezuma 
45 9,301 132 148,034 27,110 Montezuma 
75 0 4,972 0 4,972 San Miguel 

225,004 2,431,653 7,905,224 54,736,946 

Table 2-4. Major Oi I and Gas Fields 

and Production in Pianni ng Area. 

Source : State of Colorado 1981. 

Note: This table shows total production since field was discovered until 1981. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--MINERALS 

uranium- and vanadium-producing region 1n Colorado, which extends from Gateway through 

Uravan to Slick Rock. Productron has occurred s,lnce the early 1900s and has continued to 

the present. Although major productlon has been from the Salt Wash Member of the Morrison 

Formation from thl s area (Thamm et al . 1981), there has also been Interest in the poten- 

tlal for uranium occurrence In the Brushy Basin Member where a mine located on Department 

of Energy (DOE) Lease Tract C-SR-l6A has produced. In general, any areas where the 

MorrIson Format Ion crops out, or where it I1es to some degree at a shal low depth, are of 

interest for uranfum recovery. 

The Chlnle FormatIon (the major uranlum and vanadium source In Utah) lies at con- 

stderable depth (1,600 ft to 3,900 ft) throughout the planning area. However, 1 n the 
Slick Rock dlstrlct, the Chlnle 1s at approximately 1,500 feet depth and has been of some 

lnterest. 

The only known uranlum occurrence near Sllverton 1s In the area of Elk Park approxl- ~ 

mately flve miles south of Sllverton. The Elk Park Mlne has produced approximately 300 

tons of (0.2 percent or greater) uranium during the perlod 1978 to 1980. Mlnerallzatlon 

occurs fn an area of intense folding and fracturing between two major east-west trending 

faults occurring In the quartzltes of the Uncompahgre FormatIon (Bailey 1982). Uranium 

and vanadfum quality Is canparable In the planning area. Ore bodies vary from pods and 

lens deposits In the Salt Wash Member to a somewhat continuous deposit 1n Elk Park. 
Table 2-5. Annual 011 and Gas and CO2 

Productlon In Plannlng Area. 

Year 

.-- 

---- --------- 
011 GFIS CO2 

(barrels) (thousand (thousand 

ft3) ft3) --- -- 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

346,594 3 1,069,658 132,690 

467,856* 31,658,395* 159,447 

678,402 35,462,107 142,813 

616,409 29,595,888 123,016 

555,849 29,2 18,297 229,382 

452,440 29,102,462 317,720 

398,622 30,760,888 574,087 

373,793 28,096,053 542,779 

367,486 29,658,747 678,101 

287,724 2!3,404,610 634,514 

444,830 30,741,365 727,930 

Tota I 4.490.005 308,768,470 4,262,479 

* Includes total productlon fran Colorado counties In planning 

area, 1971 through 1981. 

Source: State of Colorado 1981. 

------------------I----- -- 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--MINERALS 

There are mre than 66,000 unpatented mlnl ng c IaIms In the planning area. Of these, 

approximately 62,000 claims are In areas of known or suspected uranlum and vanadlum 

mlnerallzatlon. Productlon figures for these commodltles wlthln the plannfng area are 

contafned In Table 2-6. It 1s dlffIcult to detennlne what percentage of this production 

has come from pub I lc lands; however, a reasonable estlnrate would be approximately 95 to 97 

percent. No productlon figures are avallable for recent years; however, the drop 1n 

uranium price, decline In exploration actlvlty, and some mlne closings are good 

Tndlcatlons that productlon 1s down. GEM Reports GRA 8 May, 19831 have also shown 

possible mlneraI1zatlon In Sylveys Pocket area and In the Upper Bull Canyon (the Dolores 

River Canyon area). 

Other Minerals. The SIlverton area, the princtpal gold-prcduclng region In Colorado 

today, has produced gold, sliver, copper, lead, zinc, and tungsten, which-may occur In 

veins radial to the rim of the Sllverton caldera, chimneys, breccla pipes, or as 

dlssemlnated and replacement deposlts. The vein systems are by far the most Important 

type of mlneral deposit (Burbank and Luedke 1969; Varnes 1963) and thfs area 1s one of the 

mDre sfgnlflcant alteratlon-type deposits In the state. 

In the La Sal Creek mlnlng dlstrlct, copper and sliver have been produced from the 

Cashln and Cliffduel ler mines (Sec. 22, T. 47 N., R. I9 W.). The ore deposlts occur 1n 

steeply dlpplng fault zones that cut the Wlngate sandstone and extend downward Into the 

underlying formatlons (San Miguel Resource Area Unit Resource Analysis 1977). 

Placer gold mlnlng occurs along the numercus rfvers and creeks whose headwaters 

orlglnate In the San Juan Mountains--specff1caIly, the San Miguel, Anlmas and Mancos 

r Ivers. The main interest 1n placer gold has been along the San Miguel River. Moderate, 

weekend type Interest has been 1ndlcated In the SII verton area. 
Table 2-6. Uranlum and Vanadium Productlon 1n Planning Area.* 

_ Year Uranium/lb Price/lb Vanadium/lb Price/lb 

1973 

1974 

1975 
1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

444,472 

720,207 

694,254 

525,341 

1,516,774 

1,474,252 

I,61 1,422 

2,610,377 

3,832,643 

4,503,105 

8,287,705 

11,801,283 

7,398,004 
17,181,807 

1,162,785 

6.00 

8.00 

10.65 

16.66 

18.36 

15.14 

18.74 

14.70 6,968.323 

Tota I 8,149,507 62,130,447 

1.70 

2.37 

1.87 

0.80 

2.04 
0.70 

1.00 

0.85 

it 1973 through 1979. 

Source: State of Colorado 1980. 

Note: Data are unavailable to present date (1984). 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--MINERALS 

Placer gold deposits ccmmnly occur In terrace gravel deposits above water level. 

The placer gold deposits of the San Juans are dlfffcult to rec(Iver due to the ffneness of 

the flakes (thus the name flour gold). ApproxImateIy 4,000 to 5,000 mlnlng clatms are 
located In the Silverton area. The majority of mIneral productlon for other minerals Is 

being obtalned from land other than public land. 

The Increased price of gold has caused a surprlslngly low Increase 1n exploration and 

product Ion act Iv1 ty. Independent Interest has Increased as would be expected; however, 

large operations that orfglnally dlsplayed Interest have dropped off somewhat. It appears 

that demand for base and precfous metals In the planning area Is relatively stable. 

Economics and transporatlon are probably the IImItIng factors to Increased actlvlty In 

base and precious metals. 

Saleable 

Sand and Gravel. Sand and gravel deposits of road-surfacIng quality are found 

throughout most of the planning area along major river dralnages as wel I as throughout 

some of the associated tr1butarles. Along the marglns of major dralnages, varying sizes 

of terrace deposits occur. In areas adjacent to the San Juan Mountains (particularly the 

Anlmas Val ley), al I of the gravel deposits are probably either directly or IndIrectly of 

glacial orlgln; smal I Isolated deposits occur along OIsappoIntrnent Creek. One rather 

large deposft 1nvolvIng public land exists approximately two miles south of Durango on 

Ewing Mesa; consfderable Interest has been expressed In thfs deposft. 

TRAM TOWER FOR HAULING ORE FROM A NOW-ABANDONED MINE IN EUREKA 
GULCH NEAR LAKE EMMA (SILVERTON, COLORADO). 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--MINERALS/VEGETATION 

In the western port Ions of Montezuma, Dolores, and San Miguel counties, true sand and 

gravel deposits are either rare or non-existent. Road mafntenance and upgradIng are 

accomp I lshed w1 th crushed sandstone. lithe Sllverton area the major source of 

road-surfaclng material has been fran cot luvlal deposl ts, uhlch consist of talus and slope 

wash materials. 

Public lands general ly do not contrlbute slglf Icantly (less than 10%) to sand and 

gravel production In the plannlng area and the potentlal general ly does not exist for 

public sand and gravel resources contrlbutlng slgnfflcantly to the local sltuatlon. 

Vegetation 

The San Juan-San Miguel plannlng area 1s exempllfled by seven major vegetatlon types 

(see Table 2-7). Of these, three types account for 87 percent of the vegetation 

present--( 1) p1 nyon-jun Iper woodland (60%), (2) sagebrush-grassland complex (la%), and (3) 
salt desert shrub (9%). 

Rlparlan 

Rlparlan vegetation Is present throughout the planning area 1n assocfat1on with river 

bottoms and other perennlal and IntermIttent streams. Total lng less than 1 percent of the 

land acreage In the area, rlparlan vegetation stfll Is a vital ecologlcal component of the 

envlronment. It pravldes many valuable and diverse habitat features essential to many 

species of terrestrtal and aquatic wlldllfe. Overal I, the rlparlan vegetation type has a 

high potential for recovery and lmprovement followlng disturbance. 

Sagebrush-Grassland Complex 

These canmunitles, canprlslng 18 percent of the total land coverage In the planning 

area, typify the major vegatatlon type fn the upper valley and basin terrafn that range 

between 5,000 feet and 7,500 feet In elevation. Large areas In thls vegetatfon canplex 

are classlfIed as crucial winter range for several big game wlldllfe species. Hlgher 

elevation and preclpltatlon areas with deeper solls have a good potential for recovery and 

revegetat1on subsequent to disturbance. 

Salt Desert Shrub 

Salt desert shrub communltles constftute 9 percent of the total area and are confined 

to the Western basins and val leys, with elevatlons between 4,500 feet and 6,000 feet. 

These communltles are characterized by solls wfth hlgh salt contents and have a Ilmlted 
potent fal for vegetatlon product ion, recovery, and revegetatton fol Iowlng dtsturbance. 

Mountain Shrub 

Mounialn shrub canmunltles ccmprlse 3 percent of the plannlng area and are confined 

to the upper footh1l I zone and the lower edge of higher mountain topography. Elemtlon 
ranges between 6,000 feet and 9,000 feet. The mountaln shrub type 1s typified by 

vegetation spectes that are Important forage and cover for many wlldllfe species. Most 

mountatn shrub canmunltles are located on steep slopes wIth1n a broken topography; thus, 
the revegetatlon potential Is Ilmlted. 
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PI nyon-Jun lper Wood land 

Plnyon-juniper wood land ccmprfses 60 percent of the total land coverage and 93 

percent of the forest land base In the plannfng area. These communities, found between 
5,000 feet and 7,800 feet In elevation and containing Important cover and forage values 

for many wild life species, are a dlstfnct ecosystem to be managed and perpetuated for 

producing multiple resource values. Large continguous blocks of operable pfnyon-jun Iper 
woodland pose a reclamation problem because of the long growlng rotation (150 years). 

Stands of poor ccmmerclal value typically occur on more marglnal solls and In areas of 

lower preclpltatlon, which Ilmlts the revegetatlon and reclamation potential (see Table 
2-8). 

2-l 5 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--VEGETATION 

Table 2-7. Vegetation Types and Subtypes Present In Plannlrg Area. 

- ---- 
Acreage (percent of 

.Type total vegetatlon) Subtype ---- 

PI nyon-j un 1 per 

wood land 

599,800 (60) Plnyon pine d 

juniper* 

Conifer forest 52,800 ( 5) 

Sagebrush-grassland 181,800 (18) 

Salt desert shrub 

Mountafn shrub 

Alpine tundra 

Rlparlan 

88,400 ( 9) 

24,400 ( 3) 

40,000 ( 4) 

Ponderosa pine, Enge I- 

mann spruce-subalplne 

f Ir, 8 Douglas-f lr 

Big d, black sagebrush, 

wlnterfat, short, mid, 
and Pal I grass spp. 

Shadscale, mat, & four- 

wing saltbush, A black 

greasewood 

Oakbrush, mountain 

~hwwv, servlceberry D 

WI I lows, 8 bl tterbrush 

Sedges.8 high altitude 

grass spp. 8 forb spp. 

6,800 ( I) Sedges, rushes, WI I I ows 
cottonwood, alder, and 

birch .- 

Total acreage 994,000 

a- 

* This figure includes 4,500 acres of aspen. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 



Alplne Tundra 

These canmunItIes, which provide Important blg-game summer forage, constftute 4 

percent of the plannlng area and are found between 11,000 feet and 14,000 feet In eleva- 

tlon. AlpIne tundra communIt1es consist of many high altitude specfes of sedges, grasses, 

forbs, and shrubs. Many areas above tImberlIne are steep, rocky, and essential ly devold 

of vegetat Ion. Due to the high altftude, short groufng season, and poorly developed 

solls, the reclamation potentfal In the alplne tundra type Is seriously I II 

Vegetat Ion Inventory 

mlted. 
Con I fer Forest 

Conlfer forest, predanlnately ponderosa pine and Engelmann spruce-subalpIne fir, 

const1 tutes 5 percent of the total land acreage In the planning area. Pot&rosa pine, 

found frcan 7,800 feet to 9,000 feet In elevation, Is a valuable timber resource and also 

Important habitat for many wlldllfe species. Because It occurs on deeper sol Is and h Igher 

preclpltatlon areas, the reclamation potentlal In ponderosa pine type Is good. Spruce-fir 

occurs from 9,000 feet to ll’,OOO feet In elevation. However, the high elevatfon and 

dlfftcult access IImIted the use of this forest type In the past, but It Is presently 

emarg1 ng as one of the mwe Important timber resources. 
a

n
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--VEGETATION 

Table 2-8. SuItable Conifer Forest and Operable 

Plnyon-Juniper Woodlands Wlthln Plannfng Area. 

-- 

Type Acreage Subtype 

---- 

Con 1 fer forest 13,000 Ponderosa pl ne, Eng lemann 

spruce-subalpine fir, 8 

Douglas-f lr 

P I nyon- j un 1 per 

wood land 

66,500 Plnyon plne 8 juniper 

-- 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

-- 
A vegetation Inventory conducted during 1980 through 1982 classlfled the su1 tab1 I 1 ty 

nd present ecologfcal condltlon of 889,400 acres of public land for graz 1 ng In the plan- 

tng area. Folloulng site descrlptfons developed by Colorado’s SCS, vege t at ion ccmmun l- 

les were placed In one of five categories (excellent, good, fair, poor, and unclassified; 
ee Appendix Nine-G In the Draft FU4P for cond1tIon ratings). Less than 1 percent of the 

ublic lands Inventorfed are In excellent ecologlcal condltlon, 3 pet-cent, good; 23 

ercent, fair; 39 percent, poor; and 34 percent remains unclasstfled (Including al I 
vegetated areas, soma of the woodlands, and steep-rocky unsuftable lands). Revege- 

ated lands canprtse approximately 59,000 ucres or 18 percent of the unclassIfIed acres. 
pproximately 57,000 acres of public land were not Inventorled and no vegetation condltlon 

nformatIon IS avallable. 

2-l 6 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--VEGETATION 

Vegetation condltlon 1s a class!fIcatlon system that groups plant canmunltles accord- 

lng to the degree of successTonal change frcm the expected climax plant conmunity. Thfs 

allows for developlng management objectlves related to ecologlcal condltlons, but vegeta- 

tlon condltlon is not necessarily consistent wlth grazing use values, Falr ecological 

condltlon may represent good Ilvestock forage condition, such as a chained area where 

brush and tree species have been removed to pranote grasses and forbs. A climax plant 

canmunlty represented by excel lent ecologlcal condltlon may not provlde better protedlon 

fran solI eroslon than a plant canmuntty fn good ecologIcal conditfon. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plants 

Federal ly-I 1 sted threatened, endangered, and sensltlve plants were considered 

throughout the San Juan-San Mlguel plannlng area In compliance w!th the Federal Reglster 

(Vol. 45, No. 242, December 15, 1980). The one species that Is Included on the Federal 

list of endangered plants appears In Table 2-9. The four species that are Included on the 

Federal list of sensftlve (probable threatened or endangered) plants appear ln Table 

2-10-A. Table 2-10-E lists the potential for occurrence of threatened, endangered, or 

candldate species by WSA. A basellne inventory was conducted In the summer of 1982 to 

ldentlfy exlstlng and potentlal habltat for the endangered splneless hedgehog cactus 

(Echlnocereus trlglochldfatus). 

TI-REATENED species wlth potentlal habltat but having no known occurrence on BLM lands 

ln our area are: 

Sclentlffc name/Common name Habltat 

Sclerocactus glaucus/Ulnta Basfn 

hook less cactus 

Gravelly flats, low hll Is, sparse 
vegetatlon 

Sclerocactus mesae-verdae/ 

Mesa Verde cactus 

Low clay hll Is 8 mesa sldes, sparse 
vegetat lon 

ENDANGERED species wlth potentlal habltat but havl ng no known occurrence on BLM lands 

fn our area are Pedlocactus knowItonIl/Knowlton hedgehog cactus--habItat--gravel ly 

hll ltcps with open plnyon-junlper stands. 
Table 2-9. Endangered Plants Occurring Wlthln 

San Juan-San Miguel Plannlng Area. 

Sclentlflc plant name/ 

common name Habltat 

Echlnocereus .trlglochfdlatus/ Rocky solls In open plnyon- 
Splneless hedgehog cactus Juniper stands, flat aspects 

mesa tops 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--VEGETATION 
Table 2-10-A. SensItIve Plants OccurrIng Wlthln 

San Juan-San Miguel Planning Area.* 

Sclentlf Ic plant name/ 

common name Habitat --- --- 

ErIgeron kachfnensfs/ Caves In Ilmestone cliffs, moist 

Kachlna daisy crevices, with water seeps 

Luplnus crassus 

(none) 

Loose shale solls 

Phlox caryophylla/ Sagebrush slopes d flats, often on 

Phlox Mancos shale 

--- 

* U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Service candfdate species, categories 

1 and 2. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

I - - - -  
Table 2-10-B. Sensltlve Plants with Potential to Occur Withln 

San Juan-San Miguel Plannlng Area.* 

Sclentlf lc planGame/ 
------- -- 

Habl tat 

common name - -- 

Pstragalus humIIlImus/ Broken sandstone outcrops of Mesa- 

Mancos Ml I k-Vetch Verde b Picture Cliffs formatIons 

Astragalus IInlfollus/ Dry, clayey slopes 8 gul lfes In 

Grand Junction Mllk- plnyon-jun lper wood lands 

Vetch 

Atrlplex plelantha/ Barren gray clay mesa slope with 

Mancos Saltbush PhacelIa demlssa 

Penstemon parvl f lorus Plnyon-juniper-sagebrush-mountaln 
shrub canmunItles 

--- --- 

l U.S. Flsh and WI ldllfe Service candidate specIesI categories 

1 and 2. No known occurrence. 

------ 
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Sol Is 

lntenslve soil surveys have been conducted via interagency agreements with SCS on 

most of the plannlng area--the San Hlguel Sol1 Survey (San Wlguel, western Montrose, and 

central Dolores counties); the Cortez Sol1 Survey (Montezuma and western Dolores 

counties); and the La Plata County Survey (public land In La Plata County). BLM- 

admlnlstered land In San Juan and Archuleta courtles and a smal I area ln RIO ArrIba 

County, New Mexico, were mapped during 1983. DetaIled sol I survey coverage has been 

accunpllshed with the exceptlon of smal I, scattered tracts In the Pagosa Sprlngs area. 

Ve&tatlon cover data were col lected between 1980 and 1982 on approximately 347,000 

acres (37% of the plannlng area) In the northern portlon. Annual sheet eros ton rates were 

calculated uslng that cover data and the Universal Sol1 Loss Equation (USLE). The ercelon 

rates for these sites were then categorized as natural or sl lghtly accelerated, mderately 

accelerated, and severely accelerated (see Table 2-11). 

Gully erosfon, recorded during the inventory, 1s severe In Dlsappofntment, Paradox, 

and Gypsum val leys, Dry Creek Basin, Ross Fort Park, Broad Canyon, the Mud Sprlngs area, 

and along some of the Intermittent dralnages that flow south Into McEInr, Creek. 

Localized, severe gullylng and rll I eraslon also occurs In the SlIverton area, prlmarlly 

as a result of extensive ORV use, poor road maintenance, and postmlnlng actlvlty. 

Wind eroslon or so11 blowing 1s generally not severe except In very localized 

sltuatfons where vegetation cower 1s sparse on sandy solls. The smal I sand dunes In 

Flodlne Park and Yel lowjacket Canyon are susceptible to severe wlnd eroslon. Overal I 

trends In eroslon condition have not been establlshed; they wfl I be monitored as funding 

and manpower perml t. 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--SOILS/WATER RESOURCES 
Water Resources 

Surface Water Resources 
Water Quantity. The RMP IIes wlthln two major subbaslns of the Upper Colorado River 

Basin, the Dolores and the San Juan. The Dolores and San Juan river systems typfcal ly 

2-19 
Table 2-l 1. Erosfon Trends on Public Lands 

Wlthln Planning Area. 

---- ---- 
Eroslon rates 

Natural or slightly Moderate1 y Severe1 y 

accelerated accelerated accelerated 

Publ lc land 

acres with 

ava 1 lable data 108,611 121,430 117,243 

----- ------- 

Source : BLM Data 1984. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WATER RESOURCES 

experience peak flows, prlmarlly from snowmelt, between Apt-11 and June. Low flows occur 

during late fal I and *Inter and are canprIsed mstly of ground-water discharge. The 
majority of the lower elevation draInages receive llttle annual precIpItatIon and as a 

result experience IntermIttent or ephemeral flows. Hlgh-IntensIly summer thunderstorms 

are common occurrences throughout the planning area and often result In high peak 

discharges of short duration. 

In Colorado, the San Juan Rfver Basin dralns approximately 5,800 square miles, 8 

percent of which (or 464 sq ml) Is managed by BLM’s San Juan Resource Area. These major 

trlbutarles drain the Colorado portIon of the San Juan River Basin--the San Juan, Pfedra, 

Los Plnos, An1mas, Florida, La Plats, Mancos, and McElmo. 

Col lectlvely, these draInages annually produce an average of 1.5 mll IIon acre-feet of 

water. In addltlon, more than I m1l llon acre-feet annual ly Is diverted for Irrlgatfon, 

munlclpal, domestlc, Industrial, recreatIonal, and transmountaIn and transbasln dlverslon 

uses. In the planning area, there are approximately 3,739 acres located In RIO Arrlba 

County, New Mexico (In the San Juan River Basin), for which there are no water resource 

data presently avallable. 

Where It leaves the l%P area, the Dolores River drains approximately 3,800 square 

ml les; 29 percent (or 1,083 sq ml) of which Is managed by the BLM Montrose Dlstrlct. This 

portIon of the Dolores River Basin annual ly discharges an estimated 600,000 to 650,000 

acre-feet of water to the Dolores River. In addltlon, an annual estimated average of 

275,000 acre-feet Is dIverted for IrrIgatIon, munlcfpal, danestlc, Industrial, 

retreat Iona I, and transbasln dIversIon uses. After the McPhee Dam Is completed, the 

amount of water dtverted carld change slgnlflcantly. 

SI Iverton, Colorado, Is presently the only munIclpal1iy obtalnlng surface water 
directly from BLM land (the Boulder Gulch watershed) for a publlc water supply. Several 
other munlclpalltlas, lncludlng Nucla, Naturlta, and Durango, obtain their water fran 

major surface-water dralnages whose watersheds have acreage under BLM management (see 

Fig. 2-2). 

The water yield fran public land In the planning area Is quite variable, factors 

control llng It Include so11 type, vegetation type and density, elevation, slope, and the 

amount, duration, and Intensity of preclpltatlon. 

Water Quality. Throughout the planning area, water qualIly varies conslderably with 

most of the high qualIly water found In the higher elevations. The water quality 

parameters of major concern are sediment, sallnlty, heavy metals, and bIolqIc pathogens. 
The water quality Is presently managed In accordance with the Clean Water Act of 1977, 

Colorado State Water Quality Standards, and The Colorado River Basln SalInIty Control Act 

of 1974. 

Sallnlty Is a growing water qualfty concern throughout the Colorado River Basin. 

Salfnlty concentrations 1n the Lower Colorado River Basin have been progressively 

IncreasIng due to continued development and water use by agrfculture, munIcIpalItIes, and 

Industry there. To ald In reversing this trend, BLM’s present dlrectlon Is to Identify 

and control dfffuse (nonpo1n-t) salInIty sources on public lands. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WATER RESOURCES 

WIthIn the plannlng area, there are approximately 17,000 acres of saline solls on 

public land that potentially contribute salt to the Lower Colorado River Basin. The 

highest concentration of these solls can be found In the INsappoIntment Valley where (113re 

than 16,000 acres of highly saline solls and underlylng saline marine deposfts each year 

contrlbute several thousand tons of salt to the Colorado River Basin. Before sal In1 ty 

control measures are ldentlffed for this area, a better understanding of the local hydrol- 

ogy and salt-loadlng mechanisms 1s needed. The 11mlted amount of exlstlng data suggests 

that both ground-water and subsurface flow processes are, to wrne degree, responsible for 

high salt yields, which would render surface control measures relatively useless. 

Therefore, this area wll I require addlt1onal hydrologic and sallnlty studles and analyses. 

Other major dlffuse sources of sallnlly 1n the FiMP area are Paradox and Blg Gypsum 

valleys and Dry Creek Basin. A llstlng of point salln1ty sources can be found In ELM’s 

Montrose Dl strict (BLM Data 1984). The two basic types of saI1n1ly control measures that 

could be employed on diffuse sallnlty sources are using physical structures such as 
retention dams, gully plugs, etc., and reducing actlvltles on saline solls that result In 

sol I compactlon. Both of these techniques reduce or retain surface runoff and sediment, 

which are the primary salt transport mechanisms. lndfrect benefits such as increased 

forage, water for wild life and I lvestock, and flood and sediment control could be derived 

fran these sallnlly control techniques. 

Wlthln the planning area, there are currently several areas exhlbltlng hlgh or very 

high sediment yfelds. Characterlstlcally, these areas have erosive solls coupled with 

sparse vegetation and llttle annual preclpltatlon. Sediment has resulted ln on-slte 

problems such as lowered land productlvlty and shortened, usefu! life of In-channel water 

developments. Downstream sediment Increases water treatment costs and reduces the I lfe of 

lrrlgatlon equipment. Several areas have experienced accelerated or man-caused increases 

In the sediment yield, which 1s prlmarlly a result of land-surface dlsturbfng actlvltles 

such as grazing, mlneral exploration and mlnlng, and, In a few cases, ORV use. Both 
unmalntalned roads and water developments have also resulted In increased sediment yields 

throughout the planning area. 

Since sediment Is one of the primary salt transport mechanisms on diffuse sallnlty 
sources, dual benefits could be derived by reducing sediment yields fran Paradox, Blg 

Gypsum, and Dlsappolntnrent valleys, and Dry Creek Basln watersheds. 

Presently, there are Ilttle data quantlfylng the accelerated sediment yields In the 

RMP area. Visual observations have been the prlmat-y means of ldentlfylng these areas; 

therefore, to efflclently develop treatments to reduce accelerated sediment yields, 

addItIonal lnventorles and studies are needed. 

The Upper Anlmas River dralnage exhIb1ts acid and heavy metal pollution from both 

natural and man-caused (1 .e., hard-rock mlnl ng) processes. The present management of 
these water resources 1s strictly to prevent further water quallty degradation. lmprovlng 

the water qualfty 1n this drainage has been Ilmlted by a lack of fundlng and workforce, 
the lack of a long-term water quallty data base (needed to efflclently select reclamation 

sites), and, In some cases, determ1nlng which party has the reclamstfon responslbl Ilty. 

It appears that much of the mlnlng that 1s causing water qualliy problems was performed In 

a legal fashlon, leaving the llab1llty of past mine owners and operators In questlon. 

Some of these problems could be resolved and low cost and low maintenance reclamation 

techniques recently developed by the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation D1vlslon could be 
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employed to upgrade the water quality. In Colorado, an experiment uslng these techniques 

on metal mine dralnage reduced the pol lutlon load by an average of 85 percent. 

The terms “Passive Mlne Dralnage Treatment 11 have been appl 1 ed to those techn 1ques 

that rely baslcally upon natural geochem1cal and blochemlcal processes for acid 

neutral 1zatlon and metals removal (see the Uncanpahgre Basln Resource Area Of flee, ELM’s 

Montrose Olstrlct, for addltional lnformatlon). 

ImprovIng the water quallty In the Upper Anlmas Rlver dralnage would be In accordance 

wl th the Clean Water Act of 1977 (as amended by PL 95-217) and would benef It other 

resources such as range, wlldllfe (both terrestrial und aquatic), and recreation. 

Ground-Water Resources 

Water Quantity. On a reglonal scale, ground water wlthln the planning area 1s 
commonly found In the Dakota and Cllffhouse sandstones and the Menefee and Morrlson 

formations (Price and Arnow 1974). More localized ground water 1s encountered 1n the 

al luvlum associated with many of the drainage channels throughout the planning area. 
General ly, ground water moves fran areas of recharge to areas of discharge (I.e., sprlngs, 

seeps, and wel Is). According to Price and Arnow (19741, the majorlty of the plannlng area 

receives sufflclent annual preclpltatlon (>I2 In.) to be consldered a slgnlffcant reglonal 
ground-water recharge area. However, ground-water recharge 1 s most slgnl f lcant along the 
hlgh mountain areas and In lower lying areas where permeable geologic formations outcrop 

(I.e., portlons of both the Dolores and San Juan Rlver basfns). 

Speclflc lnformatlon on ground-water use Is fairly llmlted withln the plannlng area. 

Several munIclpal1tIes use ground water for thelr public water supplfes; however, only the 

town of Uravan, Colorado, 1s using ground water (via wel Is) directly from publfc land. 

Another wel I located In Dry Creek Basin on public land 1s used for both dunestIc and 

lIvestock purposes. 

Ground-Water Quality. Sallnlty 1s one of the largest constraints to developing the 

planning area’s ground-water resource. Some sandstone and marine-deposIted aquifers can 

yield water with TDS concentrations of mre than 20,000 parts per m1l llon (ppm; as a 

ccmparlson, the ocean 1s approx. 33,000 ppm). In the northern portlon of the plannlng 

area, Paradox Val ley lies along a col lapsed salt antlcllne and discharges ground water 

Into the Dolores Rfver contalnlng more than 250,000 ppm, TDS. 

Paradox Salfrrlty Project 

T;z Bureau of Reclamatfon IS proposlng to locate a portlon of their Paradox Valley 
Unlt, Colorado River Basin Sallnlly Control Unit, wfthln the Dolores Rlver Canyon. They 

Intend to drill a test Injection well In the fall of 1985 on private land. Results from 

this test w1l I detew1ne ff they want to drIl I additlonal wel Is. This project, when 

Implemented, IS ant1clpated to remove 180,000 tons of salt yearly from the Dolores River. 

Econanlc damages to agr lcu I tural , munlclpal and lndustrlal water users 1s currently $57 

yearly from one ton of salt, assuming that salt concentrations In the Colorado River 
continue to increase by the turn of the century. The Paradox Sallnlty Project Is 
projected to save water users more than $10 mll llon annually. 
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WIldlIfe Resources 

Terrestrial WIldlIfe 

For terrestrial wlldllfe, BLM emphasizes habItat management determined by legal 

status (TbE species) or ccmmercfal value for specfes of Interest to Federal and State 

agencies. Most terrestrial w1 Id II fe program funds concentrate on habitat mnagement for 

big game species or for endangered species. Without funds, management strategy tries to 

mltlgate Impacts of other resource development and attempts to design other resource 

projects to obtain add1 tlonal WI ldllfe benefits. Unless spscl f Ic problems or conf I Icts 

are fdentlfled, most wIldlIfe specfes management Involves m1tfgstIng actIons of other 

resource programs to maintain or al low gradual habltat Improvement. Where resources are 

determlned to be deterIoratIng due to excessive numbers of wIldlIfe and Improvements In 

habltat cannot ccmpensate for this In the short term, requests may be made to the CDOW to 

reduce wIldlIfe populatfons through lncreasfng hunting. 

Big-Game Species. Mule deer (OdocoIIeus hem1onus) and elk (Cervus elaphus) are 

canmon year-round residents In some portIons of the plannfng area and seasonal ocarpants 

In other parts. Both specfes tend to migrate between forested lands at higher elevation 

In the spring and summer to woodlands at lower elevation In the fal I and winter. Average 

herd densltles are relatively low In summer (2-3 deer/sq ml) due to the large amount of 

avallable habItat. Winter herd densltles may exceed 100 deer per square mile on some 

crucial winter ranges because snow depths IImIt habltat avaIlabIlIty. MIgratIon between 

winter and sunnner ranges may exceed 50 miles In this region. CDOW has documented deer 

mlgratlon of m3re than 70 miles (by marked animals). 

Total winter range populattons on BLM-admlnlstered lands may approach 30,000 mule 

deer and 7,000 elk (these are maxlmum estimates, not averages that are used in Chapter 3) 

during years of severe wtnter weather. This estimate counts young of the year as adults 

because they would be foragIng durfng the winter season. Total summer range populatfons 

on BLM lands are probably nearly 5,000 deer and 400 to 500 elk (see Fig. 2-3). 

Pronghorn antelope (Antllocapra amerIcana) have been reintroduced to the planning 

area by CDOW. Early releases In DIsappoIntment and Big Gypsum val leys were only partfal ly 

successful-drily small bands survived In each area. Since 1979, about 150 addItIonal 

ante1 ape have been released In the Dry Creek Basin. These animals have shown a slight 

increase since being introduced and presently number approxfnately 175 head; CDOW’s 

management objectIves are to Increase the herd to 300 animals. 

Rocky Mountain blghoi-n sheep (0~1s canadensls) and introduced mDuntaIn goats 

(Oreamnos amerlcanus) are found year-round In the alplne and subalpIne areas n‘ear 

SI Iverton. Three other smal I bands of blghorn sheep occasIonal ly migrate onto public 

lands near Durango, Mesa Verde, and Placervil le. A band that was released on Mesa Verde 

NatIonal Park was later observed to have moved onto Weber Mountain. Slghtlngs have also 

been reported from the Ute Reservation to the south of Mesa Verde. Some wfnter use occurs 

on scattered tracts of BLM In the Placervll le-Sawpft area. Population size data are 

lImIted due to the dlfflculty of IocatIng the animals and the lack of workable techniques 

used In taking census. Anlmas Mountain receives winter use by 6 to 8 bIghorns that 

migrate south from the Hermosa Creek area In severe winters. 

Black bear (Ursus amerlcanus) are relatively canmDn throughout the conffer forest 

zone In the southwest Colorado region. They require extensive territory and 
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Figure 2-3. Wildlife resources within the planning area, 

I 
showing deer and elk winter range and elk calving areas. 
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self-sustaining populations on BLM land would probably only occur 1n the SIlverton, Weber 

and Menefee areas, and the south slcpes of the Unconpahgre Plateau. However, most public 
land with oakbrush-ponderosa pine habItat Is probably used by b=ear In conjunctlon with 

undeveloped private and USFS lands. Isolated occurrences of black bear in pinyon-juniper 

woodland areas have also been conflrmed (Gresh, personal ccnnmun. 1981). 

Mountain IIons (Fells concolor) are year-round residents throughout the planning area 

In ponderosa pine, plnyon-juniper, and semIdesert habitats. They also require extensive 

territories, but BLM lands have more than enough sultable habltat to support seif- 
sustalnlng populatfons of mountain llons In the area north from Dlsappolntment Valley and 

west of Cortez. Trophy-sized I Ion are not uncommon D and a world record I Ion was taken 

west of Cortez recently (Gresh, personal cunmun. 19811, 

Small Game and Waterfowl. - Sage and blue grousep chukar, quall p wl Id turkey, 

ptarmigan, and pheasant are present In small numbers In scattered IocalltIes throughout 

the planning area. Pheasants are malnly dependent on nearby agricultural land, while the 

others are associated with natlve rangeland , alplne and forest habitats. Sage grouse 

strutting and nestfng grounds have been Identified in the vlclnlties of the Dry Creek 

Basin and MlrarrPnte Reservoir (see Fig. 2-4). 

Band-talled plgeons nest In conifer forest habItat and forage as wel I as throughout 

the mountain shrub-grassland type. Populatlons are smal I; they are general ly considered 

uncommon birds In the region. Mourning doves are numerous and constitute a major sport 

resource on public lands near Cortez and Dove Creek, drawing many out-of-state hunters 

Into the area. They are ground and tree nesters 1n al I habltat types from ponderosa Pine 

to salt desert shrublands. In 1983, CDOW released 200 Gambel 0s qua11 Into the Paradox 

Valley with hopes of establlshlng a viable population. 

Waterfowl are most numerous during sprlng and fal I mlgratlons when they stop to rest 

and feed at stock ponds and on streams. Nesting and brood1 ng habl tat are I im1 ted due to 

the lntermlttent aval lability of water. Mal lards are the prlmary nesting species found In 

the planning area. 

AquatIc Habltat 

There are an estimated 400 miles of stream habItat In the planning area that run 

through lands admtnlstered by BLM, which includes approximately 120 miles that were 

Intensively 1nventorIed In 1980 and 1981. The remaInlng 280 mlles of aquatIc and rlparlan 

habitat are considered as potential habltat that warrants further InvestIgaP1on and that 

Is expected to provide addItIonal quality habltat. At least it wll I probably present 

opportunltles for future development. 

Of the 280 miles that were not Intensively 1nventorIed for the plan (see Table 2-121, 

the San Miguel River ccmprfses approximately 25 miles on BLM lands, The Dolores River has 

an estimated 120 miles of aquatIc and rlparfan habItat runnlng through BLM land and the 

Anlmas River runs through nearly I6 miles of BLM land,, The remalnlng 123 miles of stream 

habltat on BLM lands are principally those trIbutarIes associated wlth these three major 

dralnages. The breakdown (In terms of habltat quality) for al I I44 miles of lnven- 

toried aquatic and rlparian habitat Is: I percent, excel lent condltlon; 5 percent, good 

condltIon; 46 percent, fair condltlon; and 48 percentp poor condItlon (see Table 2-131, 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WILDLIFE 
Table Z-12. Miles of Stream and RIparlan Habltat 

Not Inventoried WIthIn Planning Area.* 

Stream name 
---- 

BLM ml les 

San Miguel River 

Huff Gulch 

Goat Creek 

LIttIe BucktaIl Creek 

Big Bucktat I Creek 

Coal Canyon 

Campbel I Creek 

Spr Ing Creek 

Subtotal 

25.0 

1.5 

0.5 

I .5 

3.0 
Il.0 

7.0 

8.0 -- 
57.5 

Dolores River 120.0 

LIttIe Gypsum Creek 4.0 

San Miguel Creek ‘5.0 
Bush Canyon 6.0 
BIII Creek (tributary to 8ush Canyon) 2.0 

Spr Ing Creek (tributary to 

DIsappoIntment Creek) 

Subtotal 

9.0 
147.0 

An lmas River 15.0 

Ruby Creek 1.0 

Elk Creek I .5 

MoIas Creek 1.5 
Cement Creek 4.0 

Subtotal 23.0 

Streams (SW port Ion of RMP Area) 

Cross Canyon 

Hoverweep Canyon 
Yel lcujacket Canyon 

Sandstone Canyon 

Rock Canyon 
Sand Canyon 

Goodman Canyon 
Subtotal 

16.0 

10.0 

8.0 
9.0 

5.0 

3.0 

4.0 
55.0 

Total 282.5 

* These esthnated stream miles and rIparIan habItat 

areas are consldered to have enough potential to 
warrant further InvestIgatIon for watershed and 

aquatlc/rIparIan habltat Improvement. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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Table 2-13. Miles of Stream and Stream Habttat Quality 1n Planning Area. 

BLM Aquatw 

ml les rlaprlan Species Pool riffle CDDW f lshery 

Stream name (to habl tat present!! (rat10 va I “es?! 

nearest condltlon percent)l! 

tenth I ------- --_I--- -------- 

Atkl nson Creek 5 

Beaver Creek 17 

Big Bear Creek 5 

Coyote Wash 4 

Dlsappolntment Creek 22 

Elk Creek 1 

Fal I Creek 7 

La Sal Creek 12 

Leopard Creek 4 

Mesa Creek (South 

fork) 11 

Naturtta Creek 32 

Rot Creek 4 

Saltado Creek 3 

Specie Creek 2 

Tabeguache Creek 15 

Total 144 

Falr 

Falr 

Fa lr 

Good 

Poor 

Excel lent 

Fafr 

Fair 

Falr 

Falr 

Poor 

Falr 

Good 

Fair 

None 40:60 

Rb,Ct,U ND 

Bk ,CT 30: 70 

U 20:80 

U IO:80 

ct 80:20 

Rb,Bk,Bn,Ct,U 70:30 

S,D,k 30:70 

Rb,Bk,Ct IO:90 

Rb,D,U 

Rb,S,D 

ct,u 

Bk,U 

None 

Rb,Bn,S 

45: 55 8el ow average 

IO:90 Fbor 

40:60 ND 

50: 50 Aver age 

70: 30 None 

No None 

None 

Poor 

Below average 

None 

ND 

Below aver age 

Be I ow average 

ND 

Excel lent 

1/Rb=ralnbow, Bn=brown, Bk=brook, Ctrcutthoat, U=unldentlf1ed species, Sc=Sculpfn, 

S-sucker, D=Dace. 

1/Assuming that hfgher quality streams would approach a 50:50 ratio. 
?!Flshery value 1s not necessarily representative of potential habltat quality In terms 

of BLM’s phll osophy of habltat management as opposed to species management. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
The major game species observed In the streams was ralnbow trout; some of the streams 

also contained brook, brown and cutthroat trout. Other species Included suckers, shlnersp 

cottids and some species that remain un1dentlfled. 

One of the major habftat features wlthln the scope of this plan 1s manqlng the 
Dolores River, which wil I be a coordinated effort between BLM, the CDUV, and the USFS. It 
1s antlclpated that McPhee Dam wll I provlde excel lent opportunities for both cold and 

warmwater f lsherles developed through habltat management and stocking producedures. The 

San Miguel River Is another area of particular concern and should be targeted for 

lntenslve aquatlc habitat management because of the ease of public access and the number 

of miles of trtbutarles assocfated n1th It. 
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Rlparlan Habltat 

Rlparlan habltat associated with perennfal and Intermittent stream courses 1s 

espectal ly Important to aquatic and terrestrial wlldllfe species In the planning area. 

Rlparfan areas generally have the greatest potential (acre for acre) for producing 

vegetation and blomass of any habltat type. Many aquatfc, semlaquatlc and terrestrlal 

species are dependent on the available water, the vegetation type that develops In 

rlparlan sltes, or the extraordTnary productlon and density of Insects or other prey 

species. Most rlparlan sites are too small or narrow to have been mapped In the lntenslve 

so11 lnventory; rlparlan solls that have been mapped equal 6,800 acres, or approximately 1 

percent of the total BLM acres In the plannlng area. Of those rlparlan sol1 sltes 

classlfled by SCSts ecologfc condltlon rating (see Glossary), most are In poor condItlon, 

wlth the remainder In fair condltfon. 

T & E Species 

Federally LIsted-Endangered. Bald eagles (,HaIaeetus eucocephalus) have hlstorlcal ly 

nested In the region In forested areas along rivers. The Impoundment of rlvers and 

development of storage reservoirs have created addltlonal nestlng habitat. No nest sites 

have been Identlfled on public lands, but potentlal habltat exfsts In several areas (near 

Val lecfto and Lemon reservolrs northeast of Durango and near Summit Lake, north of 
Mancos 1. One ldentlfled bald eagle nest (active 1n 1983; CDOW, personal canmun. 1983) 1s 

wlthln two miles of BLM land near Cortez. Three other conf 1 rmed nest sites occur wlthln 5 

to IO miles of BLM lands near Cortez and south of Durango. Most bald eagle actlvlty on 

BLM lands occurs In winter months (from November through April; see F1g. 2-4) when birds 

fran northern states migrate Into the area. Use areas were Inventor led and mapped by BLM 

fn 1979 and 1980. The largest concentration of eagles 1n the planning area Is near the 

Dlsappolntment Val Icy and Dry Creek Basln, where eagles exhlbft opportunlstfc feedfng 

behavior, taking carrion when available, and huntlng rabblts and pralrle dogs. 

Black-footed ferrets’ (Mustela nlgrlpes) hlstorlc range fncluded nearly al I BLM lands 

In the San Juan Resource Area except the higher elevation lands near SlIverton. Their 

range and potential habitat colnclde with pralrle dog habltat below lO,OOO-foot elevation. 

No slghtlngs or evidences of activity have been reported in the SJRA since 1954 (in 

Montezuma County near Mancos). There 1s llmtted docurnentatlon on actual slghtlng. No 

fntenslve surveys have been conducted other than the She1 I-Mapco plpellne ROW corridor 

surveys In 1980. 

Peregrine falcons (Falco peregrlnus anatum) live In the region year-round. Sul tabl e 

habltat for nesting has been lntenslvely Inventorled and mapped (CDOW 19781, lncludlng 
sites known to have been occupied In the past, presently occupied sites, and addltlonal 

sites that are suItable for expandlng known habttat. At least eight such potential or 

known sites occur on lands that could be directly or Indlrectly affected by managing 

BLM-admlnlstered lands or subsurface minerals. Two of these three have ongolng 
reintroduction programs and the thfrd 1s under cons1deratlon for possible re1ntroductfon 

efforts (Chimney Rock, Durango, and Mesa Verde sl tes; Lang lols, personal canmun. 1983). 

Peregrine Falcon Recovery Team personnel (made up of various members of different Federal 

agencfes) have Indicated that long-range plans may lead to relntroductlons at al I 
potential habltat sites. 
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BLM 1s f undlng portlons of relntrodudlon efforts near Durango. A total of 14 

falcons have been successful ly released belween 1979, and 1982, At least one confIrmed 

return of a banded peregr lne was reported and numerous unconf I rmed reports have been made 

by local ornlthologlsts. The recmery team hopes to continue releases at this site untll 

a wild palr becomes reestabllshed. A wlld palr Is currently establlshed near Paradox, the 

CDOW Is monltorlng It and augmentlng the natural productlon through nest manipulation (a 

serles of swltchlng maneuvers to get the birds to produce double eggs and to accept foster 

chicks, whlle wlldllfe blologlsts remove thln-she1 led eggs for artlflclal Incubation). 

Perqrlne populatlons In the raglon are unstable. Wlld blrds falled to return to one 

hlstorlc site at Chlmney Rock In recent years, but a new palr establlshed a nestlng terrl- 

tory at a second slte near Hermosa after a captive blrd release effort attracted them, 

The extreme eastern portlon of the planning area and most of the Sllverton area are 

Included In the mlgratlon route of the Gray’s Lake whooplng crane flock (Grus amerlcana), 

based on mlgratlon records (CDOW 1978) for the greater sandhll I cranes (Grus canadensls 

tablda). The sandhll I cranes are being used to foster whosplng cranes In an experimental 

program to assfst the recovery of the whooplng crane species. No areas are currently 

deslgnated as essential habitat In Colorado. 

Spotted owls (Strlx occldentalls) have been reported to occur at Mesa Verde In 

ponderosa pine and Douglas-flr habltat (G. Cralg, CDOW, personal conmun. 19831, Slmllar 

habltat sltes occur on Weber and Menefee mountalns, in the Dolores Rlver Canyon, and near 

Durango. No lnventorles presently have been conducted for thls species. 

Both the grey wolf (Canls lue_us) and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) once occllrred on the -- - 
public lands In the planning area but are not presently known toezt. 

State Endangered. Greater sandh 1 I I cranes once nested In the SI I vet-ton plannfng area 

In wI1 law-lined dralnages and meadows up to 9,500-foot elevation. Occupied nesting ranges 

have been reduced to the northwestern part of the state. No essential habItat has been 

deslgnated wlthln the plannlng area, but the potentlal exlsts for recolonlzlng sultable 

habltat If the greater sandhfl I crane subspecles expands Its population In Color~o. 

Wolverines (Gulo gulo) once occupied most of the densely forested mountaln habltat In 

the state. Some animals may stll 1 ocar In the Sllverton area on BLM lands. No essentlal 

habitat has presently been designated. 

River otters (Lutra canadensls) were known to have occurred In the Iklores and San 

Mlguel river dralnages. They require year-round open water and a mlnlmum flow of 10 cfs 

and are thus llmlted to major waterways and lakes with an abundant flsh supply, Rlver 

otters have been introduced to the Pledra Rlver by the CDOW. If the Dolores Rlver flow Is 

malntalned at acceptable levels by releases frcnn McPhee Dam, lt would agaln become 

sul tab le habl tat. The CDOW has done some prellmlnary Investlgatlons of habltat along the 

Dolores (LangloIs, personal commun. 1983). 

At one tlma, Lynx (Lynx canadensls) occupted nearly all alplne and subalpIne forest 

habltat In Colorado. Parts of Eagle County and Clear Creek County are thought to be 

presently occupl ed range. The areas around Sllverton are potential habltat for the 
spacl es. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--LIVESTOCK/WILD HORSES 

Livestock Management 

The planning area contains 227 grartng allotments. They cover approximately 937,000 

acres of public land, wlth 176 permlttees currently licensed to graze Ilvestock. Approxl- 

mately 57,000 acres In the plannlng area are currently unallotted. (See Appendix Nine-H 

In the Draft RMP.) Nlne grazing allotments were previously covered ln the Gunnlson 

Basln-American Flats/Sllverton Grazlng EIS (1982). 

The current active grarlng. preference In the area 1 s 64,232 AUMs. By klnds of 

I lvestock, the preference Is I lcensed as fol lows: cattle, 83 percent; sheep, 16 percent; 
and horses, 1 percent. The cattle and sheep permlttees are prlmarlly cow-calf and 

ewe-lamb operatlons, respectively. Eleven al lotments covering 304,400 acres are currently 

under AMPS. Several of the exlstlng AMPS still require substantfal range Improvements 

before they wll I be fully implemented. 

Throughout any glven year, Ilcensed Ilvestock can be found on public lands wlthln the 

planning area. The majorlty of grazlng Is elther sprlng, fall or winter use. 

Approxlmately 20 percent of al I permlttees also hold USFS grazlng permits wlth most 

grazlng on forest allotments ln the summer directly from their BLM allotments. 

Wlld Horses 

Wlld horses are found In two locatlons In the San Juan-San Mlguel plannlng area: 

Naturlta Rldge south of Naturlta and In the southeast end of Dlsappolntment Valley ln 

Sprlng Creek Basln (see Flg. 2-5 and Table 2-14). 

Natur lta Rldge Herd 

The herd area IS predunlnantly on public lands. Both forage productlvlty and the 

avallablllty of water are currently being met predominantly on public lands. There 

appears to be a potentlal for canpetltlon for forage belween wlld horses, elk, and 

dcwnestlc lIvestock (primarily sheep), based on dfetary studles, vegotatlon condltlon and 

trend, and populatlon trends. Forage condl tlons presently appear to be satisfactory under 

current horse numbers. 
Table 2-14. Wild Horse Herd Areas Wlthln Plannlng Area. 

-- - 
Acres 

--- Public lands (private) State Total 

Naturlta Ridge 9,270 300 30 9,600 

Spring Creek Basln 27,000 7,000 I ,500 35,500 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

-_--- __--- - ---._ - ----- ------- 
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I Figure 2-5. Wild horse herd areas within the planning 
area--Naturita Ridge and Spring Creek Basin. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WILD HORSES/TIMBER 

Populations 

Tab lie 2-15 was derived from aerial counts of the areas occupied by wild horses: 
Sprlng Creek Herd 

The herd has steadlly increased since 1971 because there has been no signiffcant 

natural predatlon. A potential for conpetItion for forage exfsts because of dletary 

overlap among wild horses, wlldllfe, and domestlc Ilvestock. Wlld horses use 1ntermTngled 

private lands wlthln the herd area for forage and available water. Overal I poor 

vegetatfon condltlons characterize thfs herd area. 

Tfmber Resources 

Commercfal Forest Land 

The plannlng area contains 44,200 acres of conmerclal forest base with the 

predominant canmarcIa species being ponderosa plne, Engelmann spruce, and Douglas-flr 

(see Flg. 2-6). 

In the early 197Os, al I canmercial forest lands In the San Juan-San Mlguel planning 

area were extenslvely lnventorled and classffled according to sllvlculture and technlcal 

crlterla and envlronmental and multlple use restrlctlons. Based on these lnventorles, ft 

was estlmated that 9,540 acres or 22 percent of al I the conmerclal forest base within the 

plannlng area 1s avallable for timber production, The remalnlng 34,660 acres 1s con- 

sldered nonsultable because of extreme topography, fraglle solls, and recreational 

wlthdrawals. 

The plannlng area could sustaln an annual al lcwable cut of 560 thousand board feet 

(MBF), lf fundlng and manpower were available, which represents less than 1 percent of the 

sawtlmber produced In the Immediate area. 
Table 2-15. Population Trends of WI Id Horse Herds. 

----------- - 
Est Imated numbers Average 1 ncrease 

1971 1982 (%/yr) ------------------ 

Natur Ita Ridge 8 17 5 

Sprlng Creek Basin 24 105 6.5 

Source : l3LM Data 1984. 
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Figure 2-6. BLM forestry lands within the planning area that 
are suitable for timber management. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--TIMBER/RECREATION 

Wood land Products 

Based on recently collected data, woodland species presently occupy approximately 

600,000 acres of the San Juan-San Mlguel planning area. These lnventorles suggejt that 

approximately 67,000 acres of the woodland forests could be classlfled as pt-oductlve, 

operable and capable of being lntenslvely managed. Under current management, no woodland 

acres are ldentlffed as being under tntensfve management. EIost woodland adlvltles have 
been Implemented wlth an objective to Improve range condltlons. The demand for woodland 

products wlth1n the plannlng area has been estimated at 1,000 cords of fuelwood and 3,000 

posts annual ly. 

Recreation 

There are two primary types of recreatIonal management sltuatlons whfch BLM 

reccgnlres and which guide the dlrectlon of management emphasis. 

1. Intenslve/SpecIal Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) 2 These areas occur where 

recreation Is defined and recognized as the prlnclpal management objective. Only here are 

there needs to do detalled plannlng and set detalled objectives with respect to vlsltor 

and resource protectlon and to provfde recreation opportunltles consistent w!th public 

wishes (see Appendlx Three for ROS descr1ptlons). 

2. Extensive Recreation Management Areas (ERMAs) These areds occur where recrea- - e--o 
tlon IS not the prlnclpal management objectfve but may be an issue of some slgnlffcance In 
multiple use management, which 1s consistent with ELM’s role In accanmodatlng the dls- 

persed, unstructured recreation that typlfles the large expanses of public land In the San 

Juan-San Miguel plannfng area. 

ManagIng EHAs does not normal ly require actfvtly planning, but It does require 

mlnlmal supervlslon either through occaslonal on-the-ground patrol or through using maps, 

brochures, and stgns. Wlth1n the planning area, there are two special SwAs: the Dolores 

River Canyon and the Sllverton (see Flg. 2-7). The remainder of the RMP area 1 s categor- 

ized as an EFPUIA. 

The Dolores River Canyon St+lA 

The Dolores Rlver, ft-am McPhee Dam to Bedrock (104 miles) has becane one of the more 

popular boating rivers In the Southwest. The Dolores Rlver SRMA provides recreation 

opportunltles, activltles, and settings that are unique for BLM-admlnlstered lands In the 

region. Although the hIores River only provides boatable flows from the end of April to 

mld-June of most years, some 12,500 annual vtsltor days may occur during that period. 

McPhee Dam WI I I create a change In recreation opportun1tles that have been 

hIstorIcal ly aval lable on the DoloreS River. The Deflnlte Plan Report and Envlronmsntal 

Statement prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation for the &lores Project Incorporated 

downstream recreation benefits that would accrue from constructing McPhee Dam. In the 

subject reports, the Bureau of Reclamation agreed to construct eight recreation sites (see 

Table 2-16) below McPhee Dam and to schedule and control flow releases to accommodate 
whltewater boating. Four of the proposed sites would be located on lands admIn1stered by 

the USFS, from McPhee to the Bradf leld Br ldge; four sftes wll I be adm1nlstered by BLM, 

fran Bradf leld Br ldge to Bedrock. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--RECREATION 

Th
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Table Z-16. Proposed Recreation Sites for the 

Dolores River. 

Proposed recreation 

site 

(administering agency) Planned facilities 

Bedrock (BLM) Toilets, water, picnic area, parking, 

boat launching ramp. 

Cabin Canyon (IJSFS) Tol lets, water, parking. 

Ferris Canyon (USFS) Toi lets, water, parkJng, launching 

beach. 

Little Gypsum Val ley 

(BLM) 

Toilets, water, picnic area, parking, 

boat Iaunchlng ramp. 

McPhee Dam (USFS) Camp area, toilets, water, parking, 

boat Iaunchlng ramp. 

Mounta In Sheep PO i nt 

(BLM) 

Campsites (221, toilets, water, picnic 

area, parking, boat launching ramp. 

Ryman Draw (USFS) Camp area, toilets, water, parking, 

boat launching ranp. 

Slick Rock (BLM) Toilets, water, picnic area, parking, 

boat launching ramp, 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
e USFS has prepared a Recreation Area Management Plan for the McPhee Dam-Bradf leld 

segment of the river to include the design scheduling of their sites, which will be 

 by the Bureau of Reclamation as part of the dam construction contract. There 

ently no public developed sites along the 105-mile reach of the river, which 

2- to J-day float trips from Cahone to SI ick Rock or 5-day trips fran Cahone to 
Float boating Is expected during 1984 through 1986 on a limited basis because of 

 McPhee Dam. Because of uncertainties associated with the river, both In terms of 

redictable and sometimes nonexistent natural flows and the untested operation of 

leases ft-an the dam, no permit system has yet been establlshed on the river; 

a perml t system Is planned for 1984. 

e entire Dolores River, from below McPhee Dam to one mile above Bedrock, was 

d for inclusion Into the Wild and Scenic Rivers System in 1976; a study report 

 were submitted to the President, as directed by the Wild and Scenic River Act (as 

PL 93-621, January 3, 1975). On several occasions the President reccmmended 

2-38 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--RECREATION 

Inclusion to Congress. However, Congress never took any designation adlon and the 

withdrawal associated wlth the river corridor, specified in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Act, expired In September 1981. 

The SI I verton SFIMA 

The Si lverton SWA enconpasses the southern port ion of the larger American 

Flats/SiIverton SFU4A (divided between BLMis GunnIson Basin and San Juan resource areas). 

It is unique because It provides a ful I range of recreation setting opportunities ffrcm 

primitive to urban), with an equally wide distribution and public availability for 

activities such as wilderness recreation, jeeplng, mountain cllmblng, backpacking, cross 
country skiing, historic and geologic Interpretation, fishing, hunting, and scenic viewing 

on an area unparalleled in al I of BLM’s public lands. The area occurs in a high altitude 

environment (9,000 ft to 14,000 ft) exhibiting a unique and highly accessible alpine 

ecosystem in the heart of the San Juan Mountains. 

The Sl%A provides superb road accessibility, resulting from historic mlnirg activity. 

These roads provide semiprimitive motorized and roaded-natural jeeping opportunities that 
produce approximately 437,000 annual visitor days. The area is one of the more accessible 

mountain environments in Colorado, featuring an attractive blend of recreation opportunity 

settings with a myriad of jeep roads, hiking trails, and climbs to several 13,000-foot 
mounta In peaks. 

There are no BLM developed recreation facilities within the SFU4A and the informa- 

tional signing program is difficult to maintain. The entire area has been designated 

according to BLM’s ORV regulations (Gunnison Basin and the American Flats/SiIverton ORV 
Plan 1981). 

The Anlmas River (fran Silverton to Ruby Creek) is on the Nationwide Rivers 

Inventory, which was created to identify potential wild, seen ic and retreat ional rivers 

within the United States. Rivers that have been included on the final Nationwide Rivers 

Inventory list have been selected after considering the degree to which the river is free 

flowing, the degree to which the river and corridor are undeveloped, and the outstanding 
natural and cultural resource characteristics of the river and its immediate envlroncnent. 

The Anlmas River Vat ley has been identified as a potential National Natural Landmark. 

EFiMAs 

The reminder of the planning area provides dispersed, unstructured recreation use 

and opportunities. Within the EmAs, BLM has three sites used by the public (see Table 
Z-17). The Rare Snake and Lizard Research Natural Area occurs within the ERMA. Since 

February of 1965, this natural area has been reccgn ized, although with varying degrees of 

management emphas I s, as having research values. Intermittent research, primarily by local 

and regional educational institutions, has occurred here for several years. Evidence 

exists that similar research efforts will continue. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--RECREATION/CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Cu I tura I Resources 

Prehistoric Period 

Human groups have used or inhabl ted the plann I ng area during the past 10,000 to 

12,000 years. They are characterized by Paleo-lndlan hunters of blg game; Archaic 

smal l-game hunters and gatherers; and Formative, sedentary agriculturalists, and 

protoh 1 star Ic hunters and gatherers. 

. . Paleo-Indian Period (B.C. 12,000 - B.C. 7500). This period represents the initial 

occupation of North America by big-game hunters. Lasting from 12,000 to 7,500 years ago, 

evidence for Paleo-Indian use of the Four Corners region is scant. Isolated or early 

project1 le points found on multicomponent, I ithic scatters have been discovered that can 

be attributed to this perlod, but no positive Paleo-Indian sites are known on public lands 

in the planning area. Current speculation is that the area was used on a sporadic basls 
by mobile groups fran surrounding desert and plains regions. 

Archaic Period (B.C. 7500 - A.D. 450). Hunters and gatherers successful ly adapted to 

modern (or post-Pleistocene) environmental conditions. Their wide-ranging occupation 

canpr ises the Archaic Period. Plant resources such as pinyon nuts, berries, seeds, 

acorns, roots, and tubers made up the diet supplemented with small game and rodent seat 

resources. Their Ii festyle consisted of seasonal ly pvsuing these resources as they 

became avallable. 

2-40 
Site name 

Table 2-17. EfMAs in San Juan-San Miguel Planning Area. 

- I__--- 
Estimated use 

Investments (visi?ors/yr; 

($1 Features ------ -----.----------_ 1983 figures) 

Do I ores Over I ook 35,000 Picnicking, toi let, tables. 300 

Oomlnguez-Escalante 200,000 
Ruins 

Picnicking, archaeologic stabi I ization 

and interpretation, portable tolfets, 

tables. 

6,000 

Lowry Rui n 250,000 Picnlcki ng, archaeologic stab1 I lzation 3,000 

and interpretat ion, vault to1 lets, tables. 

m - - - - e .  -  

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Note: There are other sites which receive heavy use but are not developed (such as the 

San Miguel River). One is in the process of being acquired by the town of Placervil ie 

under the R L PP Act for development of urban recreation (playfield, fishing pond, 

battroans, picnic, vol leybal I, horseshoes, and day care center for kids). Leopard and 

Fal I Creek sites have cabanas/ramada shelters and fire pits only. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

Camp sites and resource procurement and processing sites most commonly represent this 
period; both types are documented In the planning area, mainly through surface investiga- 

t Ions. Data concerning subsistence patterns and lifestyles are based mainly on extrapola- 

tion ft-on the Great Basin area (parts of Nevada, Utah, California, Oregon, and Idaho) 

where Archaic Period sites are often the focus of archaeol ogle research. 

Formative Period (A.D. 450 - A.D. 1300). The Fornmt ive Period was characterized by 

people agricultural ly producing primary foodstuffs and occupying vii lages year-round. In 

the planning area, the Formative Period is synonymous with the spectacular Anasazi occupa- 

tion of the southern portion and the less spectacular Frenont ocmpation of the far 

northern portion of the area. 

The Anasazi occupied much of the Colorado Plateau region from approximately A.D. 450 

to around A.D. 1300, but their remains In the planning area represent one of their most 

drantstic accomp!Ishments. The earlier Anasazi villages consisted of pit house dwel llngs 
with smal I surface rocms and work areas. The later Anasazl lived in aboveground pueblos 

and eventually moved into cliff-dwel llng pueblos prior to abandoning the area0 

Much work has been done In and publicized about Mesa Verde Natlonal Park; the 

spectacular cl1 ff dwel lings there attract both tourists and researchers. However, the 

Anasazi of Mesa Verde may wel I have been considered a rural development compared to the 
cultural development that took place to the west in the Montezuma Val ley and on public 

lands In the planning area. 

The northern portion of the planning area was apparently on the eastern frontier of 
the San Raphael Fremont area of eastern Utah. Stone structures were used for habitation 

and the means of supportlng Ii fe were partial ly dependent on hort Iculture. Most likely, 
these sites possibly represent local hunters’ and gatherers’ efforts to imitate Anasazl 

and Fremont developments to the south and west. 

Protohistoric Period 

Occupation of the planning area during the several hundred years before the colonial 

and subsequent European settlement was intermittent and seasonal. We hunters and 
gatherers were the primary land users. Their occupation is evidenced by extensive tool 

production areas, hunting camps, and processing areas. 

Historic Period 

The Historic Period began In the planning area when the Spanish explorers arrived 
here In the 18th Century. The Escalante-Doml nguez Expedition of 1776 Is the best known of 

the explorations. Euro-Americans first permanently occupied here in the late 1800s while 
searching for and developing the area’s vast mineral resources. The S I I verton area’s ml n- 
lng boon took off in the mid-1870s and ushered the era of mineral and railroad development 

that lasted Into the 20th Century. Agriculture and ranching started slowly in support of 

the mining camp needs. The removal of the Utes in 1881 hastened the diversification of 

these Industries by attracting ranchers and farmers to unoccupied, fertile lands. 

Supply sources related to the Historic Perfod included mining camps and millsites; 
tramways; trails; railroad and irrigation apparatus; homesteads; sheep, logging, and cow 

camps; spr Ing developments; and trash dumps. Mlnlng, ranching, and agriculture continued 
to daninate the Historic Period until the present. 
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AFFECTED EWIRONMENT--CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural lnventorles 

Approximately 178,000 acres of public land have been lntenslvely Inventorled (or 

awrox. 18% of total plannlng area). More than 4,800 sltes have been recorded on these 
lands, yleldlng an overall average of approximately 17 sites per square mile. The density 

of sites varies tremendously, however, In relation to geographic factors. One large 

inventory on Mocklngblrd Mesa resulted ln mre than 100 sites recorded per square mile, 

while other areas charactertzed by lower elevation shrublands or hlgher elevation slopes 

have yfel ded only a few sites per square ml le. Some of the larger Inventory projects 

Include Class II sample Inventories of the old Sacred Mountain plannlng area and the San 
Wlguel plannlng areao Class I I I lnventorles of portlons of the Durango-Chrolmo areas, 

portlons of Spring Creek Mesa0 the Nucla coal area, and Mocklngblrd Mesa and scattered 

Class II I lnventorles (see Glossary) along the Dolores and San Miguel Rlver bottoms. 

Of the 4,800 recorded sites, only three (Lowry and Dcmlnguez-Escalante rulns and the 

Hanglng Flume) are presently on the Natlonal Reglster of Hlstorlc Places (NRHP). However, 

the majority of the renaalnlng sltes are consldered potentially ellglble for NRHP lncluslon 
or require addltlonal data for evaluating their Importance. Appendlx Four (see Table 4-2 

for llstlng of NRHP sites) contains an analysis of the slgnlflcant cultural sites and the 

Nf+lP crlterla. 

The vat-lous cultural resources exhlblt theft- importance In varlous ways and In 

different degrees; they are hlghly valuable sclentlf lcal ly and aesthetically. Most of the 

s!Pes representing vat-led aspects of the Anasazl culture Ile In the Sacred Mountain area 

(prlmar Ily Montezuma and Dolores counties), They are considered both lndlvldual ly and 

col lectlvely un lqua and natlonal ly Important, representIng a successful and chal lenging 

adaptatlon to marginal environments that lasted for 800 years. 

Many of the sites In San Miguel and Montrose count!es are also of slgnlflcant 

sclentlflc value, although not as vlslble and structural as the Anasazl resources. Many 

of the sites In thls area evidence actlvltles of Archaic-?ype hunters and gatherers, and 

while these remains are sclentlflcal ly valuable, they are considered less unique as BLM 

manages thousands of slmllar sites throughout the 11 Western States region. Addltlonal ly, 

they are not as evldent or easily developed; therefore, they have less potential for 

public recreation interest. The most lmportant sites In the northern portlon of the 

plannlng area are very early sites, those more or less un lque sites associated with an 

early period of agriculture In Its lnltlal stagesp and those sites associated wlth the 

Fremont Per lod, 

Another type of Important cultural &source In the area Is related to the hlstorlc 

mlnfng perlod In the SlIverton and Uravan-Naturlta areas. Although many hlstor lcal ly 

Important resources are on patented land, some of these resources exlst on public land, 

though they are largely undocumented. The Sl lverton area sltes are related to early 

mlnlng of precious mlnerals, while the Uravan-Naturlta area 1s the focus of some of the 
earllest uranium mlnlng In the Unlted States. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--CULTURAL RESOURCES 

REFUGE HOUSE WAS BUILT PRIMARILY FOR DEFENSE, WITH A HABITATION 
SITE LOCATED BELOW THE CLIFF STRUCTURE (SAND CANYON CULTURAL 
EMPHASIS AREA). 

Important Cultural Sites or Areas 

Based on present data, the fol IawIng sites or areas (see Flg. 2-8) are consldered to 

be of probable national Importance and represent cultural resource values wlthln the 

planning area (BLM Data 1984). 

1. Sand/East Rock canyons (5,880 acres). Sand and East Rock canyons I1e 1n 

Montezuma County and contain a large number of late Anasazl c I If f duel Ilngs that are 1n a 

good state of preservation and are unique to the planning area. Combined wlth the area’s 

recreation potential, thls creates an opportunity that requires special management con- 
slderations. At the head of Sand Canyon 1s one of the largest and best preserved Anasaz1 
pueblo rulns ln Montezuma County (Site 5 MT 765). This site received a protective mineral 

wlthdrawal In August 1984. 

2. Cannonbal I Ruin (80 acres). Admln1stratlvely withdrawn frcm locatable minerals 
and surrounded by an 8-foot high chain llnk fence, this large canyon head ruin on 

Cannonbal I Mesa was recorded In 1907 by Sylvannus Morley and A. V. Kidder (who became 
wel l-known, much-publlshed archaeologists) and was partially excavated 1n 1908. It 

presently represents the only large canyon head canplex ever professional ly lnvestfgated. 

While much scl8@lflc value rernalns to the site, It also has potentlal for public 

1 nterpr etat Ion. s 
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Figure 2-8. Important cultural resources sites and areas 
within the planning area. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3. Mockfngblrd Mesa (5,327 acres). Approximately 90 percent of this mesa has been 

Intensively Inventorled, ulth a resulting site density of approximately 100 sltes per 

square mile (an extremely high site density area). The mesa represents prime Anasazl 

habltat; It was lntenslvely occuplad from approximately A.O. 600 to A.O. 1300. It 

exhfblts a wlde range of occupation and resource procurement sites that are In fairly good 

condltlon, sclentlflcal ly valuable, and visual ly spectacular. Mocklngblrd Mesa 1s not 
currently protected by admlnlstratlve wlthdrawal and has been the site of considerable 

CO2 devel cpmant. 

This area Is considered slgnlflcant as a dlstrlct of Interrelated Anasazl sites 
and elfglble to the NRHP under crlterla (a) and (d) (see Appendix Four, Table 4-2). The 

sheer number of sites and evidence of their intense lnterrelatedness pertain to a strong 

agricultural afflnlty and makes this mesa slgnlflcant to on-going research into the later 

phases of Anasazl ccmmunlly structure and lnterconmunlly relations. The setting of this 

mesa top has been severely disturbed by chalnlng, and lntruslons here have been well 

established sfnce 1960. This mesa 1s the sl te of a major CO2 development and has proven 
a testing ground for the success of special stlpulatlons and the compatlblllty of lnde- 

pendent cultural sltes and mlneral development. Ourlng the course of the development not 

one stgnlflcant site has been directly affected by construction actlvlty. Al I were 

avolded by special stlpulatlons and lntense monltorlng wfth the cooperation and concern of 

1 ndustry. Special stlpulatlons are also In effect here to mltlgate potentlal impacts from 

1 ncreases In access and correspond1 ng 1 ncreases In vandal I sm to sl tes on the mesa top. 

These a Iso have been very ef feet lve but costly. The lnformstlon contalned In lndlvldual 

sltes defined by structural or artifactual perlmeters 1s the quallly which quallfles most 

of these sites for National Reglster ellglblllty, their setting and assoclatlon havlng 

been severely damaged by prevlous lntruslons and chafnlng. 

As most of Mocklngblrd Mesa has had an lntenslve survey (Class III; lOO$) and the 

retmlnder Is scheduled for cotnpletlon by 1985, lndlvfdual sftes have been evaluated by 
Natlonal Reglster el lglbil lty. To date, m>re than 92 percent have been establl shed as 

ellglble or potentlal ly ellglble based on surface lndlcatlons. Cal ledlvely, the mesa top 

1s considered ellglble as a dlstrlct and has been IdentlfIed by the Colorado Offlce of 

Archaeology and Hlstorlc Preservation as worthy of nomlnatlon. Due to lack of budget for 

nanlnatlng Natlonal Register sites wlthln our agency, formal ncmlnatlons have not been 
completed for this dlstrlct. There 1 s not a NSO stlpulatlon for 01 I and gas development 
here because exlstlng productlon wel Is for CO2 are established and fntruslons are wlde- 

rang1 ng. Special stlpulatlons are Imposed to mltlgate Impacts from vehicle access and 
vandallsm and to assure lndivldual slte avoidance. 

While MockIngblrd Mesa 1s the only large mesa top area to be lntenslvely 

lnventorled, other slmllar settfngs (I.e., mesa top, deep eollan solls, 6,000-ft to 

7,000-ft elsvatlons) In Montezuma and Dolores ccuntles wll I probably reveal a s!mllarly 

lntense Anasazl occupatton. Other mesas where I lmlted lnventorles have tended to confirm 

this predlctlon are Cow, Woods, and Cajon mesas and Squaw and Burro polnts. 

4. Lowry Ruln (80 acres). Thls site 1s Important ln terms of lts past contrlbu- 

tlons to the area’s prehlstory as well as Its potentlal for publfc lnterpretatlon. 

OrIginal ly excavated in the 1930s by Paul S. Martln (one of the Southwest’s foranost 

archaeologists), It has been reopened and stablllzed by BLM and !s currently a popula? 

developed recreation site, protected by admlnlstratlve wlthdrawal. Its sclentlflc 

contribution lies largely In lts representation of the fntruslve Chaco Influence that 
affected the 12th Century Anasazl of the area. This slte Is currently belng evaluated by 
the NPS for possfble future expanslon. 
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5. Dominguez-Escalante Ruins (40 acres), These sites near Dolores are also related 

to the Chaco Phenonenon and have been partial ly excavated and stab1 l lzed (currently a 

prime element In BLMls maintenance stabllimtion program for the area), Escalante Ruin 

was observed and noted by Father Escalante in 1776, making it the first documented archae- 

ologic site in Colorado. These sites, protected by adminlstrative withdrawal and 

developed as recreation sites, wil I provide a portion of the interpretive program at the 

Anasazi Her I tage Center. 

The Anasazi Heritage Center. To be constructed by the Bureau of Ret lamtion and 

operated and managed by BLM, this center w I I I house and manage more than one ml I I ion arti- 

facts from cultural mltigatlon work on McPhee Reservoir through the Dolores Archaeological 

Project (DAP). It wi I I also curate artifacts and information fran cultural sites on 

public lands through the Four Corners area. The center wi It offer interpretat ion, educa- 

tional outreach, conmunity activities, and cultural resource protection. A library wil I 
be available for the public and a research facility will asslst qualified archaeologists 

doing scientific studies on any of the numerous cultural resource values on public lands 
in the planning area. The center will be located approximately 2 miles west of Dolores on 

Highway 184 near the Dominguez-Escalante Ruins and in the Escalante Recreation Area. 

6. Tabeguache Cave II and Tabeguache Canyon (3,100 acres). This large overhang in 

Tabeguache Creek Canyon (a tributary to the San Miguel River) was partially excavated in 

the 1930s and yielded remains of three distinct cultural groups--the Archaic, Basketmaker 

I I, and the Utes (Hurst 1945). These occupations are wel I defined strat lgraph icaf ly from 

the We occupations (closer to the surface) to the much older Archaic occupations (deeper 

below the surface). These lower levels are well sealed and well preserved under later 
sediments, making their potential extrmnely high for contributing significantly to the 

area’s preh I star y. 

Tabeguache Canyon contains numerous rockshelters, smaller in size, but similar to 
Tabeguache Cave I I. They lie relatively undlsturbed and present a wealth of potential 

sclentlflc data (primarily prehistoric) concerning the extended seasonal use of this area. 

7. Dolores Cave (60 acres). This site was also excavated by C. T. Hurst (1947) and 

ylelded Archaic levels underneath later Ute remains. Like Tabeguache Cave II, this site 

also contains burled, intact deposits that may contain valuable data pertaining to the 
region’s Archaic hunters and gatherers. 

8. Bull Canyon Rockshelter (5 acres). A large prehistoric rockshelter that lies in 

a tr I butary canyon to the Lower Dolores River e the Bul I Canyon overhang has never been 

professionally Investigated. Sane i I legal dlggl ng In the depos I ts has exposed deep and 

potentially important cultural levels. Additionally, the cave Is dry and abundant perlsh- 

able material has been exposed by the II legal digging, It is likely that the undisturbed 

deposits not only contain similar perishable materials, but a wea Ith of un lque and 

significant Information. 

9. Tabeguache Pueblo (120 acres). This site is a series of masonry structures, each 

containing several rooms. Again, C. T. Hurst excavated portfons of the site (Hurst 1946). 

Recovered artifacts were fairly typical of the Anasazi Pueblo II period (ca. A.D. 90& 

IlOO), but the site is approximately 60 ml les north of what Is considered to be the 
northermnost periphery of Anasazi occupation, the “Anasazi Frontlerk along the Dolores 

River. Although Hurst felt the site was an Anasazi site, it also resembles Fremont 

Culture sites to the northwest. 
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10. McLean Basin Towers (80 acres). Eleven years after Morley excavated the south 
pueblo at Cannonball Ruin, Jesse W. Fewkes published a work on prehistoric ruins in 

southwestern Colorado (Fewkes 1919). In it he briefly mentions a pair of masonry towers 

on a ruin located in McLean Basin, approximately IO ml les north-northwest of Cannonbal I 

Ruin--McLean Basin Towers. It Is as yet unexcavated and the towers are wel l-preserved 

(approx. 11.5 ft in height). Stab1 I izatlon was done in 1977, but no active research has 

ever begun on the site. The towers and the remains of rectangular masonry structures 
fadmlnistratlvely withdrawn) have been preserved from vandals by a chain link fence 

erected by ELM in 1965. The surface remains of this site indicate a Pueblo I I to Pueblo 
I II occupation wlth possibly a row of one-story buildings and subterranean kivas. The 

tower complex, which lies well away fran other habitation areas, may be a strategic 

position within the communication network of wtowersn in the Hovenweep area. Research and 
interpretation potential at this pristine site and In the associated area are enormous0 

11. Cow Mesa (3.079 acres). Cow Mesa lies between two deep canyons covered with the 
ruins of the Anasazl people. Site densities are projected to be more than !OO per square 

ml le. Many of these sites are pueblo habitations constructed during Pueblo I I to Pueblo 

I II times (A.D. 900 to A.D. 1250). Several prehistoric fields and water control systems 

are reported to exist in excel lent condition. Many of the sites here possess structural 
features unobserved elsewhere. No Intensive Class I I I lnventorles (see Glossary) have 

been done on Cow Mesa and its ful 1 potenti al remains unexplored, 

12. Squaw/Papoose Canyon (4,611 acres). Squaw Canyon and one of Its primary 

tributaries, Papoose Canyon, lie near the Utah/Colorado State line a few miles south of 

Dove Creek, Colorado. Complete inventories of these areas have never been done; however, 

small site-specific surveys have revealed a high number of small cliff dwellings and 

well-hidden masonry structures in the canyons’ steep slopes and cliff faces. Thls area 

verges on the ecozone described as the northern periphery for the Anasazl and their 

agricultural llfestyle, explaining why such an Intense prehistoric occupation and use of 

this area are unique and could possibly be significant. Resides scientific potential D 

Squaw and Papoose canyons hold a scenic beauty and ruggedness Important to many recreation 
users who wli I f lnd that such a conbinatlon of archaeologic and educational values and 

rugged beauty can be found in few places. 

13. Painted Hand Petroglyphs (120 acres). This site, protected by an administrative 

withdrawal because of its unique and important cultural values, Is surrounded by an a-foot 

high chain link fence. It consists of a high vertical rock face that was etched by 

prehistoric artists hundreds of years ago. The rock art panel l tsel f is more than 10 feet 

high and 50 feet long and lies in a remote region of Yellowjacket Canyon where access is 

I imited. No Inventory data presently exist for this site. 

14. Painted Hand Ruin (80 acres). Pa inted Hand Ruin overlooks Hovenweep Canyon near 
Hovenweep Natlonal Monumantls Cutthroat Castle Group. Similar in many ways to several of 

the Hovenweep sites, It possesses a well-preserved masonry tower, more than 15 feet in 

height. It has been evaluated for stabilization purposes and has been targeted as having 

a priority-one need. It receives a high level of vlsitation because it is near to and 

visible from the major access into Cutthroat Castle. Occupied continually from 

Basketmaker I I to Pueblo I I I times and possessing three npalnted hand” plctographs that 
are extremely rare to this area, Painted Hand Ruin overlooks Hovenweep Canyon with a 

spectacular view of Ute Mountain and the high mesas to the southeast. 
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15. Indian Henry’s Cabin (160 acres). Located in a remote area of But I Canyon 30 

miles north of Dove Creek, this wel l-preserved cabin with associated corral and gravesite 

was the homa of a locally colorful historic figure, Henry Huff, known as Indian Henry. 

Events In his I ife are documented both oral ly and in writing (Copeland 1980). The cabin 

itself is wel I built of ponderosa logs, rare for the area but stil I found high on a few 

north-facing slopes. Much mystery and local legend surround Henry’s occupation here fran 

1890 to 1917. 

16. Hamilton Mesa (5,018 acres). Hamilton Mesa stretches for several miles along 

the south side of McEImo Creek, terminating just before the creek enters Utah. This area 
is a marginal desert environment with a treeless appearance. The grassy mesa top of 

Hamilton Mesa and acccmpanying rincons of its drainages harbor a remarkable number and 

variety of successful Anasazi habitat ions, most of which are I inked to extensive and 
Intricate water control structures. These sites range in age from A.D. 700 to A.0. 1250. 
Another unique feature of the Hamilton Mesa cultural area lies in the large number of 

Archaic sites recorded here (B.C. 8000 to A.D. 450). No intensive surveys have been- 

completed for this area; however, information supporting its significance comes from 

numerous smal I 011 and gas and seismic surveys. 

This significant area is considered eligible to the WHP under criteria (c) and 

(d). Special protective stipulations may be necessary to adequately protect the great 

numbers and extents of Anasazi and Archaic sites here. 

17. Cross/Cahone canyons (20,774 acres). Cross Canyon and one of its major tribu- 

taries, Cahone Canyon, are still largely unexplored and uninventoried. Smal I surveys and 
linear inventories spanning the area reveal a high archaeolcglc site density. Also unique 

to these canyons (because of their ruggedness and remoteness) are the large number of 

historic Indian and European sites. Numerous outlaw and sheep camps, Navajo habitations, 

and old homesteads can be found along the canyon bottoms and steep slopes. Anasazi cliff 

duel Ii ngs, great ki vas, towers, and water control devices are numerous and isolated fran 

access. The interpretative and scientific potential of these canyons is as yet untapped. 

18. Hanqing Flume (7 acres). Cvrently listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places, this Hooden structure, built between 1889 and 1891,, is four feet deep and six feet 

wide and is supported on brackets along the side of perpendicular cliffs in the canyons of 

the San Miguel and Dolores rivers. it was engineered to carry water to an early gold 

placer operation along the San Miguel River. 

This site is currently listed on the NRHP. Because of the location (on a 

vertical cliff face) and intermittent nature of this resource, no NSO stipulations are 

proposed. 

19. Lightning Tree Tower Group (160 acres). The Lightning Tree Tower Group is an 

area where research is currently taking place. It contains a variety of interrelated 

Anasazi sites dating from Pueblo I to Pueblo II I times (approx. 700 A.D.-1350 A.D.). 

These sites include cliff dwellings, water control devices, rock art and shelters, 

habitatIons, food processing areas, and tool production areas. Also included IS one of 

the tallest free-standing prehistoric towers currently recorded In the planning area. The 

sites in this group form a distinct and significant canmunity complex that encompasses a 

time span of more than six centuries. 

2-48 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--PALEONTOLOGY/VISUAL/WILDERNESS 

Paleontology 

A study (entitled Foss11 Vertebrates, Invertebrates, and Plants of the Uravan Area 

1982) covered a total of 70,600 acres wlthln the planning area, centered around Uravan, 

and included the nearby canyons and mesas of the Uravan mlneral belt and Paradox Valley. 

The results of the study lndlcated that the Morrlson and Chinle fonnatlons were considered 

Important. The Morrl son Format lon was found to contaln e lght known vertebrate 

local Itles--one was a specimen of the dlnosaur Dryosaurus altus and three of the other 

areas contained quarryable dlnosaur remains. 

Another work (entltled Paleontologlcal Inventory and Assessment of the Durango and 

Cortez Known Recoverable Coal Resource Areas) was canpleted In 1981. Results indicated 

that, with the exceptlon of late Quaternary al luvlum ) al I of the format lons are known to 

be fossll bearing; however, only the San Jose Formation 1s designated as havlng hlgh 

potentlal. 

The flowering plant Sanmlguella lewlsll (a palm or palmllke plant, the earllest known 

megascoplc t-emalns of a flowering plant In the world) Is found wlthln the Dolores 

Form&Ion of Trlasslc age (165 m.y. ago) on both sldes of the San Miguel River from Saw 

Plt, Colorado, to approximately flve miles above Placervll le, Colorado, and also along 

both sldes of Leopard Creek upstream from Its junction with the San Miguel River. 

Although Sanmlquella lewlsll was nomlnated for Federal status In 1968, It was denled 

by the U.S. Park Service’s Hlstorlc Landmark Board. In 1980, the genus Sanmlquella was 

agaln nomlnated for Hlstorlc Landmark status and was subsequently denled. However, the 

Landmark Board reccmmended that the slte area be consldered ‘lsensltlve’l to public or 

pr lvate use. 

Identlfled as a potential Natlonal Natural Landmark 1s the AtkInson’s Mesa Uranium 

Field In Montrose County iT. 48 N., R. 18 W.; Sectlons 9, 13, 14, 23, and 24). 

Vlsual Resources 

Vlsual resources In the San Juan-San Miguel RMP area Include some of the most diverse 

and spectacular scenery In the Montrose Dlstrlct. Approximately 96,000 acres of land were 

found to be lmportant landscape areas (see Fig. 2-91, most of which were located In the 
Sllverton area, the Dolores Rtver Canyon and along the San Miguel River. General land- 

scape types include broad to narrow river val leys, steep canyons, mesas, rol llng parks, 

mountalns and ridges. Vegetation ranges from desert shrub, desert woodland, mountaln 
shrub and conifer woodland to alpine tundra. 

Wilderness 

Coloradots ELM Wllderness Inventory (BLM December 1980) ldentlfled eight WSAs wlthtn 
the San Juan-San Miguel plannlng area (see Table 2-18). The total acreage for al I the 
WSAs (approx. 103,000) constitutes almost 10 percent of the San Juan-San Miguel plannlng 

arei (see Flg. 2-10). A Wilderness Technical Supplement, developed with the Draft San 

Juan/San Miguel RMP/ElS, discusses In more detail each WSA and their alternatives and 

lndlvldual resources. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WILDERNESS 
Nearby Wllderness Areas 

Wflderness areas near the WSAs are the Wemlnuche (admlnlstered by the USFS) and Mesa 

Verde (admInIstered by the National Park Service and not open to the public). Grand Gulch 

and Dark Canyon prtmltlve areas (admfnlstered by BLM In Utah) are approximately a 2- to 

B-hour drfve fran c0ti8Z. Both Arches and Canyonlands natlonal parks In Utah (not deslg- 

nated wflderness) receive heavy use but do not offer the same type of wilderness expert- 
ences as the BLM WSAs offer. Also close to these WSAs and designated ullderness areas 

wIthIn western Colorado are Lizard Head, Mt. Sneffels, Blg Blue, La Garlta, and the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnlson. Al I eight WSAs are located/in the San Juan-San Miguel plannfng 

area In southwestern Colorado; two of them, Squaw/Papoose and Cross canyons, also have 

portlons wfthfn BL?4ts Moab Dlstrlc?, Utah. 

Indlvldual WSA Descrlptlons and Wilderness Values 

Fol loulng are descrlptlons of the eight WSAs and thefr corresponding values, lnctud- 

1 ng naturalness, solitude, prlmltlve and unconfined recreation, supplemental values, and 

ecologfcal dlverslty. 
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- ------ - --- 
WSAs Size 

(Inventory no.) (acres )Y Count le& 

Cahone Canyon (CO-O3&2650) 

Cross Canyon (CO-O30-265; lJT-O60-229) 

9,040 

12,742 

Montezuma 

Montezuma and Dolores, 

CO; San Juan, UT 

Dolores River Canyon (CO-030-290) 

McKenna Peak (CO-O30-286) 

28,630 

19,562 

Montrose 

San Miguel and 

a0 I or0S 

Menefee Mountain (CO-D3D-251) 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon (CO-O30-265A; 

UT-O60-227) 

7,129 

11,287 

Montezuma 

Dolores, Co; 

San Juan, UT 

Tabeguache Creek (CO-O30-300) 7,908 Montrose 

Weber Mountaln (CO-D30-252) - 6,303 Montezuma 

Total 102,60 1 

------ ---------I- 

L/Adjusted 1980 BLM lntenslve Wilderness Inventory acreages. 

?!A11 counties In Colorado unless otherwIse lndlcated. 
Sour ce : BLM Data 19&Q. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WILDERNESS 

Cahone Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The dominatl ng natural feature of thl s WSA is the confluence of 

three deep canyons--Cross, Cahone, and Dove Creek --that have been cut by fluvial erosion 

into the Morrison Formation and Dakota Sandstone. The steep canyon ual Is consist of 

shal lar, rocky solls; numarous rock outcrops; and talus slopes. Sandstone cliffs and 

ledges line the canyon rims. The wlndlng canyon bottoms, with a gentle-to-moderate 

juniper woodland that contains a shrub understory, support growths of cottonwood, box- 

elder, Russlan olive, willow and tamarlsk along with various shrubs. Thls puts the WSA 
within the Colorado Plateau Province ecosystem; It and its acconpanylng landforms are not 

well represented withln the NWPS. 

The only imprints of man within the WSA are two ways (see Glossary), one on the 

southern rim and one on the northern rim of Cahone Canyon. These ways are revegetating 
and are screened by the surroundlng plnyon-junlper woodland; they do not slgnlficantly 

impair the prlmary naturalness of the area. The archaeolcglc resources here Include 

lithic sites, masonry dwel llngs, and food storage structures dating from the Anasazl 
cu Iture. A cherrystsm el lmlnates an old access route to an abandoned oil and gas wel I 

pad. The area also provides wildlife habitat for deer, predators, and raptors. 

Sol I tude. The rugged terrain of the deep, wind1 ng canyons with numarous rock 

outcrops and boulder-strewn slopes provides excel lent topographic screening. The dense 

cover of the pinyon-juniper on the slopes and canyon rims and the riparlan growth In the 

canyon bottoms provlde vegetative screening, which, together with the topographic screen- 

Ing, provlde outstanding opportunities for solitude. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. The deep, rugged canyons of the WSA 
provide a scenic backdrop for various recreation activities including hlking, backpacklng, 

horseback riding, hunting, photography and gaologlc and archaeologic slghtseeing. The 

canyon bottoms can be used as hlking or riding routes and provlde numerous, secluded 

camp1 ng spots. The steep canyon slopes and the ledges provide mre chal lenglng cross- 

country hiking or rock cllmblng opportunities. Hunting, a hlstorfc and continuing use of 

this area, and the archaeologic, geologic, and scenic values of the area, enhance the 
available recreation opportunities. The WSA does provide outstanding opportunities for 

primitive and unconfined recreation. 

Supplemental Values. The area is rich in archaeologic sites dating from the 

Anasazl culture. Ecological ly, this area serves as a natural refuge for native flora and 

fauna that have been displaced from surrounding areas by agriculture and other human 
actlvlty. Geologic formations are wel I exposed for scientific and educational study. The 

Vorri son Format ion here contains fossI I plants and vertebrates. 

Ecoloqical Diversity. Cahone Canyon WSA has topography with many deep canyons 

and has two vegetation types: pinyon-jun iper woodland and Great Basin sagebrush. The 
Great Basin sagebrush ecosystem is not presently represented in the NWPS. There are 

presently two designated WI lderness areas with pinyon-juniper woodland vegetation in 

Colorado (Mesa Verde Natlonal Park and the Black Canyon of the Gunnlson National 
Monument--a total of 20,000 acres). 
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Cross Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The WSA consists of portions of several canyons, including Cross, 
Rul n, and Cow canyons, which have been cut by fluvial erosion through an uplifted sedimen- 

tary bed. Numerous rock outcrops, ledges, and cliffs are exposed In the canyons which 

range In depth from 340 feet to 850 feet. In addition to the main canyons, there are 

numerous smal ler Or i butary canyons. Pi nyon-j un I per wood land,, the dominant vegetative 

cover with cottonwoods In places along the canyon bottom, together with Great Basin sage- 

brush, place this WSA within the Colorado Plateau Province. This ecosystem and its 

acconpanying landfonns (see Solitude) are not well represented within the NWFS. Primarily 

natural In character, imprints of man within the WSA consist of three ways, one of which 

has been blocked off to al low revegetation while the other two are mainly vehicle tracks. 

There are heavy concentrations of archaeologic and histor Ic resources found in thl s WSA; 

it al so provides wi I dli fe habitat for deer, predators, and raptors. 

Sol itude. The rugged canyons with their narrowp steep inner gorges and numerous 

side canyons within a dense pinyon-juniper woodland provide excel lent topographic and 

vegetative screening. The canyon bottom has a riparian zone which supports a mixture of 

cottonwood, willow, tamsrisk, boxelder. and shrubs. The enclosed nature of the canyon 

system provides a feeling which enhances outstanding opportunities for sol I tude. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation, The Cross Canyon WSA offers a varie- of 

primitive and unconf lned recreational opportunities such as hiking, backpacklng, horseback 

riding, hunting, and photography. The canyon bottoms within the WSA provide foot or 

horseback routes and numerous0 secluded camping sites. More chal lengl ng cross-country 

routes can be found on the canyon slopes and wal Is. From the mesa or cli f f top, there are 

seen ic panoramas of the Cross Canyon WSA and surrounding areas, This area provides out- 

standing opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation. 

Supplemental Values. The area is rich In archaeolagic sites dating from the 

Anasazl culture. Ecologically, this area serves as a natural refuge for native flora and 

fauna that have been displaced fran surrounding areas by agriculture and other human 

activity. Geologic formations are wel I exposed for scienti f Ic and educational study, The 

Morrison Formation here contains fossil plants and vertebrates., 

Ecological Diversity, Cross Canyon WSA has the same ecological diversity as 

Cahone Canyon WSA (see previous discussion). 

Dolores River Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The center of this WSA is the deeply incised, meandering Dolores 

RI ver Canyon ; it also includes those tributary canyons and surround1 ng r imlands that are 

pr imar i I y natural in character. Thl s rugged canyon system Is cut down through a series of 

sedimentary strata resulting In many colorful ledges and massive cliffs interspersed with 

talus sl opes. Approximately 30 miles of the Dolores River are included within the study 

area. Vegetat ion, which varies with terrain and elevation, includes a rim and mesa area 

that supports a pinyon-jun iper wood land wl th occaslonal sage parks, Dn the canyon slopes 

a mixture of desert shrubs such as sagebrush, Mormon tea, squawbush, and buffalo berry are 

found. Scattered pinyon-jun Iper, cottonwoods, and an occasional ponderosa pine Ii e just 
under the canyon rim. The main canyon bottom and some of the tributary canyon support a 
thicker riparian growth. Some smal I enclaves of aspen and ponderosa pine are found within 

the WSA. 
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The WSA also contains ecological values (unique plants, including Kachina daisy and 

Eastuood monkeyf lower; see Vegetation section) and archaeologic and paleontologic 

resources (including petroglyphs and pictographs along the canyon wal Is; see Glossary). 

it fal Is within the Colorado Plateau Province ecosystem because of its pinyon-juniper 

woodland and Great Basin sagebrush, an ecosystem with its accompanying landforms (see 

Solitude) that is not wel I represented within the NWPS. Deer, raptors, and other ui ldli fe 

also find a unique habitat within the WSA. 

Sol I tude. The deep, narrow, and extremely rugged Dolores River Canyon and its 

tributaries offer extensive topographic screening. The main canyon consists of twisting 

meanders with steep, often sheer wal Is and rock outcrops, ledges and talus fields with 

I arge bar I ders. Tr i butary canyons are of ten narrou D sheer walled and ful I of boulders. 

On the mesa tops and benches, pinyon-juniper wood land provides vegetative screening. The 

topographic and vegetative screening in certain locales provides outstanding opportunities 

for so I i tude here. 

Primitive and IJnconfiEd Recreation. During the spring runoff, the Dolores -- 
River provides a scenic whitewater river run. Throughout the year, the rugged canyon 

system offers opportunities for chal lengi ng cross-country hiking and backpack1 ng, wh i I e 

numerous high cliffs provide outstanding rock climbing opportunities. Other ava i I ab le 

recreational activities include hunting, horseback riding, photography, and geologic 
sightseeing. The highly scenic canyon system enhances al I of the available recreation 

activities. The Dolores River Canyon WSA provides outstanding opportunities for primitive 
and unconfined recreation. 

Supplemental Values. The Dolores River Canyon WSA contains a number of supple- 

mental values including geologic and scenic values associated with the deeply entrenched, 
sheer wal led canyons an the exposed sedimentary strata ; ecologic values including relic 

areas and rare plants; and archaeologic, historic, and paleontologic values. 

Ecological Diversity. The Dolores River Canyon WSA is associated with deep 

canyons in the Colorado Plateau ecoreglon. Two primary vegetation types are present: 
pinyon-juniper woodland and Great Basfn sagebrush. (See Cahone Canyon WSA narrative for 

designated wilderness areas in these ecosystems.) 

McKenna Peak WSA 

Naturalness. The geomorphology of the area is dominated by a shale and adobe 

badlands topography and includes sandstone cliffs, canyons, and rolling hll Is. Vegetation 

varies from desert forbs and grasses to dense coni ferous forests. McKenna Peak WSA is 

within a transition zone between the mountain mahogany-oak scrub, pine and Douglas-fir, 

pinyon-juniper of the Rocky Mountain Forest Province and the pine and Douglas-fir, 

pinyon-jun lper and saltbush-greasewood of the Colorado Plateau Province. 

lmpr ints of man in the McKenna Peak WSA are not substantial ly not iceable and are 

mitigated by either topographic or vegetative screening or both. This ecosystem and its 

acconpanying landforms (see Solitude) are not wel I represented within the NWPS. In 
addition, the cumulative Impacts of the ways and range improvements upon the unit’s 

naturalness are negllglble because the few Imprints present are Midely dispersed and do 
not domlnate the landscape. This WSA also provides a partial habitat for a wild horse 
herd and large herds of wintering deer and elk. A large number of mar Ine fossi Is cover 

the ground, here. 
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Sol itude. The conbination of vegetation and topographic screening provides out- 

stand1 ng opportunities for solitude in the McKenna Peak WSA. The bad lands near McKenna 

Peak and Brumley Point contain deep, narrow, twisting arroyos. From high points In the 

WSA, there are expansive vistas that give a feeling of vastness to the area. Dense 

pinyon-juniper woodland and rock outcrops provlde screening In the northern part of Spring 

Creek Basin (the northern portion of the WSA), 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. The diverse topography of the McKenna Peak 

WSA, including bad lands, steep sandstone cliffs, and gently rolling mesas In ccmbination 

with varied vegetatlon, provide outstandlng prlmitive and unconfined recreation opportuni- 
ties, some of which include horseback riding, hiking, rock climbing, backpacking, hunting, 

photography, and sightseeing. 

Supplemental Values. The area contains unique seen ic values due to the unusual 

geanorphology of the landscape and unspoiled scenic vistas of the surrounding lands. 

Numerous marine fossils are found within the WSA and in the western portion a wild horse 
herd I s al so found. 

Ecological Diversity. McKenna Peak WSA is within a unique ecosystem type area-- 

it occupies a transition zone between the Colorado Plateau and the Rocky Mountain Forest 

provinces with three vegetation types. The sal tbrush-greasewood ecosystem Is present1 y 

represented by one designated wilderness In Colorado (Great Sand Dunes National Monumant-- 

a total of 18,000 acres). The mountain mahogany-oak scrub ecosystem is presently repre- 

sented by one des lgnated wilderness in Utah (Lone Peak--a total of 30,000 acres), McKenna 

Peak WSA also has a plnyon-juniper ecosystem (see Cahone Canyon narrative). 

1 

MCKENNA PEAK WSA AND ASSOCIATED BADLANDS TOPOGRAPHY~ 

2-56 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--WILDERNESS 

Menefee Mountain WSA 

Naturalness. The Menefee Mountain WSA, with topography composed of mountains 

and canyons, Is primarily natural in character. It contains a number of features such as 

vertically walled canyons, overhanging cliffs, and varied plant communities.’ Plnyon- 

juniper and various mountain shrubs constitute the primary vegetation; at higher eleva- 

tions, pinyon-juniper gives way to oakbrush, the dominant species above 7,000 feet. 

Scattered stands of ponderosa pl ne and Douglas-fir can also be found associated with the 

oak habitat. This WSA Is within a transition zone between the Rocky Mountain Forest 

Province and the Colorado Plateau Province. Ne I ther ecosystan nor their acconpanyi ng 

land forms are wel I represented in the NWPS. 

Only minor imprints of man are found within the WSA; most of them are ways in the 

northern portion and WI thin East Canyon. Smal I, old coal mines are substantial ly 
unnoticeable and are effectively screened by topography and vegetation. There Is a 

deteriorating log cabin near the mouth of Joe’s Canyon and a fence line largely screened 

by vegetation. A small, unnoticeable stock reservoir is located within the southern 
port ion. None of these imprints has adversely affected the natural character of the land. 

The WSA is located four miles east of Mesa Verde National Park and includes several 

archaeologic sites. Wildlife habitats include those for bald and golden eagles, deer, 

elk, bear, and mountain lion. 

Sol i tude. Because of the rugged topography and the vegatatfve screening Inher- 

ent to pi nyon-jun iper and oakbrush habl tats, this WSA has outstanding opportunities for 

solitude. The presence of numerous canyons tends to dl sperse use, wh ich al so contr I butes 

to outstanding opportunities for solitude. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. The rugpd terrain of the unit (steep- 

sided canyons and cliff-rimmed mesa tops) provides challenging hiking, backpacking and 

climbing opportunities. Fran the top of Menefee Mountain, panoranic vistas exist, 

including several surrounding mountain ranges and a series of plateaus. These vistas 

proride opportunities for sightseeing and photography and enhance the other recreation 

opportunities available in the WSA, providing outstanding opportunities for primitive and 
unconf i ned retreat ion. 

Supplemental Values. The area contains habitat for both bald and golden eagles, 

elk, and deer. Archaeologic sites are found within the area, as well as some small, 

historic coal mines. 

Ecoloqical Diversity. Menefee Mountain WSA is located in a transition zone 

between the Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountain Forest provinces and has two associated 

vegetation types: plnyon-jun lper wood land and cnountain mahogany-oak scrub. (See the 

Cahone Canyon WSA and McKenna Peak WSA narrat Ives for deta i is on des lgnated vi lderness 

areas in these ecosystems.) 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The WSA consists primarl ly of Squaw and Papoose canyons that have 

been cut by fluvial eroslon into an uplifted sedimentary bed conposed of the Morrison 

Forrest ion and Dakota Sandstone. Because of the arid nature of this area, the canyon 

slopes are conposed of exposed rock outcrops and steep talus slopes. NUIIK)I-CA s tr i butary 
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canyons merge juniper wlth an associated shrub understory of sagebrush, Mornron tea, moun- 

taln mahogany, rabbi thrush, cl 1 f frose, and bl tterbrush. Thls plnyon-juniper woodland and 

Great Basln sagebrush place the WSA wlthln the Colorado Plateau Province, an ecosystem 
wlth Its accompanying landforms (see Solitude) that are not wel I represented wlthln the 

NWPS. Vegetation 1s thicker along the canyon floors with a mixture of cottonwood, 

tamarlsk, saltbush, sedges, rushes, and cattails. 

Wlthln Squaw Canyon In the Colorado portlon of the WSA, an old fence line that was 

bladed during construction 1s returning to a natural condltlon through revegetatlon and 

eras ion. The surt-oundlng plnyon-junlper forest provldes screening, making thls lmpalrment 

only noticeable nearby. The WSA ?s prlmarlly natural In character with the lmprlnts of 

manls work substantlal ly unnoticeable. It contains rich archaeologic resources, lncludlng 

llthlc sites, masonry dwel Ilngs, and food storage structures datlng ,from the Anasazl 

cu Iture. The WSA also provides wlldllfe habltat for deer, predators, and raptors. 

Sol ltude. The rugged topography of the steep, wl ndlng Squaw and Papoose canyons 

provides Popographlc screening wlthln this WSA, Steep lncllnes and ledges llmlt accessl- 

blllly and the meandering stream course provldes natural visual barriers. Vegetative 

screening 1s provided by the plnyon-junlper on the canyon slopes and by the rlparlan 

gra;rth In the canyon bottom, Because of the vegetatlve and topographic screening, out- 

standlng opportunltles for solitude are available here. 

Prlmltlve and Unconfined Recreation. So+rm of the outstandlng prlmltlve and 

unconf lned recreation opportunltles available are hlklng, backpacklnb, hunting, rock 

cllmblng, horseback rldlng, and photography. The secluded canyon bottoms make good h lklng 

or rldlng paths, while the canyon slopes and wal Is provlde more chal lenglng routes for 

hlklng and rock cllmblng. The rugged and scenic terrain, diverse wlldllfe, and archae- 
ologic sloes enhance the available recreation opportunltles. 

Supplemental Values. The area Is rich In archaeologic sites datlng from the 

Anasazl culture. Ecologically, thls area serves as a natural refuge for native flora and 

fauna that have been displaced from surrounding areas by agriculture and other human 

actlvlty. Gaologlc formations are wel I exposed for sclentlf lc and educational study. The 

Morrlson Fonnatlon here contains fossll plants and vertebrates. 

Ecologlcal Dlverslty. Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA 1s associated wlth plnyon- 

jun lper wood land and Great Basln sagebrush ecosystems. (See Cahone Canyon WSA narrative 

for details on designated wilderness areas In these ecosystems.) 

Tabeguache Creek WSA 

Naturalness, With Its center Tabeguache Creek and the.creek’s deep canyon, the 

WSA 1s characterized by ridges and mesas dlvlded by rough tributary canyons. Except for 

the rlparlan zone along Tabeguache Creek, plnyon-juniper woodland Is the domlnant 

vegetat Ion. 

The WSA contains educational D sclentlflc, and unique archaeolcglc values. Archae- 

ologlc sites are found wlthln Phls area-- probably both Fremont and Ute Indians-as this 

canyon sewed as a trail over the Unccnnpahgre Plateau0 It fal Is wlthln the plnyon- 

junlper woodland of the Colorado Plateau Province, an ecosystem with Its accompanying 
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landforms (see Solitude) that are not wel I represented nlthln the NWPS. The WSA also 

contains a unlque habitat for deer, elk, black bear, raptors, and snakes. 

Sol 1 tude. Outstandlng opportunltles for solitude are avallable In the WSA 

because of the topographic screening provlded by the wlndlng, narrow Tabeguache Creek 

Canyon and the surround1 ng rugged benchlands and trlbutary canyons, which cover most of 

the area. The WSA contains outstandlng opportun ltles for sol ltude. 

Prlmltlve and Unconfined Recreation. The scenic qua I lty of Tabeguache Canyon, 

combined with the perennial stream, provlde outstandlng opportunltles for hlklng, back- 

packing, and horseback r ldlng. The benchlands above the canyon offer more chal lenglng 

travel routes. Huntlng, photography, and geologic slghtseelng are other available recrea- 

tion opportun ltles. The WSA contains outstandlng opportunltles for prlmltlve and uncon- 

fined recreation. 

Supplemental Values. The area, which contains a variety of geologic, educa- 

t lonal , sclentlflc, and archaeologic values, 1s also a natural refuge for wlldllfe. 

Ecological Dlversltt. Tabeguache Creek WSA 1s associated wlth the plnyon- 

j un 1 per wood land ecosystem. (See Cahone Canyon WSA narratlve for detal Is on designated 

wl lderness ln this ecosystem.) 

Weber Mountaln WSA 

Naturalness. Thls WSA, lmmedlately west of Menefee Mountaln, consists of 

numerous canyons that radiate fram a Ilnear-shaped mountain. Exposed sandstone forms 

overhangs and vertical cliffs along the slopes of the mountain and wlthln the canyons. 

The vegetatlon consists prlmarlly of plnyon-juniper wlth areas of sagebrush interspersed 

throughout and some conifers and scrub oak near the mountalntop. 

The unit 1s pt-lstlne In character wlth only one mlnor lmprlnt wlthln the center--an 

old, dry reservolr that has been revegetated and 1s returning to its natural condltlon. 

The area 1s free of any substantial lmprlnt of man. The archaeologic resources have been 

largely unexplored. 

Weber Mountain WSA Is In the transltlon zone between the Rocky Mountaln Forest 
Province and the Colorado Plateau Province; nelther ecosystem nor thelr acccmpanylng 

landforms are wel I represented In the NWPS. Weber Hountaln WSA also contains lmportant 

wlldllfe habitats for deer, elk, blghorn sheep, bear, mountaln Ilon, and raptors. 

Sol 1 tude. Due to Weber Mountain’s rugged topography and Its associated draln- 

ages and vegetative screening (provided by dense stands of plnyon-junlper and scrub oak), 
It possesses outstandlng opportunities for solitude. The mountain’s conf Iguratlon and 

I lmited access into the WSA provlde a sense of remoteness and seclusion which also con- 

tr lbutes to feelings of solitude. 

Prlmltlve and Unconfined Recreation. The Weber Mountaln WSA pcesesses outstand- 

lng opportunltles for pr lmltlve and unconf lned recreation. Its rugged terraln provldes 

hardy chal lenges to the h 1 ker, explorer, and climber; supplemental values wlthln the WSA 

such as panoramic vantage polnts, wlldllfe, and archaeolcglc sites enhance the varlous 

recreation opportunltles. Lack of water In the unlt 1s a llmltlng factor, yet a number of 

actlvltles can stll I be pursuad, such as photography, hunting, and slghtseelng. 
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Supplemental Values. The area, which contains habitat for both bald and golden 

eagles, blghorn sheep, and deer, also possesses archaeologic sites. A portlon 1s contlgu- 

ous to Mesa Verde Nat ional Park. 

Ecologlcal Diversity. Weber Mountain WSA Is located ln a transltion zone 

between the Rocky Mountaln Forest and Colorado Plateau provinces. Vegetation types asso- 

elated wfth It are: plne-Douglas-f It- forest and pinyon-junlper wood land. The pine- 

Douglas-fir forest IS presently represented by ten designated areas (263,000 acres). (The 

Cahone Canyon WSA narratlve discusses the plnyon-junlper woodland ecosystem.) 

Manageablllty Concerns 

Table 2-19 outllnes current manageablllty questlons for the WSAs. 

Lands 

Land Ownershlp and Use 

The San Juan-San Miguel planning area consists of approximately 994,000 subsurface 

and surface acres of public lands and 297,000 acres of. subsurface mIneral estate. Table 

2-20 lists counties wlthln the planning area, their county seats, and their corresponding 

pub I Ic land acreage. Followlng Is a discussion of lands wlthln the planning area, made up 

of four sections. 

Northwest Sectlon. Approximately 70 percent of the public land Is In the northwest 

portion of the plannlng area. It stretches east from the Colorado-Utah State boundary and 

1s bordered on the other sides by solid blocks of natlonal forest lands--the Mantf-La Sal 

Natlonal Forest to the northwest, the Uncompahgre Natlonal Forest to the north and south- 
east, and the San Juan Natlonal Forest to the southwest. 

The hlstorlc patentlng of mlnlng claims and homesteads has Influenced the land owner- 

ship pattern In this section; Interspersed private lands In this area lie principally 

along the major dralnages, wh lch run predanlnantl y northwest to southeast--the Dolores 

Rtver and Paradox, Gypsum, and Dlsappolntmant creeks. 

The smal I communltles of Uravan, Naturlta, ‘and Sllckrock are surrounded by Federal ly 

owned lands; the settlements at Paradox, Redvale, Norwood, Egnar, Bedrock, Dove Creek and 

Cahone are located In areas of consol ldated private ownershlp. 

Southwest Sectlon. BLM-admtnlstered publtc lands are in the western part of this 

portlon of the plannlng area and are lncreaslngly scattered to the east. Bordered on the 

west by the Utah State Ilne, public land runs along steep canyons and mesas (I.e., McElmo, 

Sandstone, Woods, Yel lowjacket, Sand, and Goodman canyons). To the south I les the Ute 
Mountain Ute Indian Reservation and to the east, Cortez, the county seat of Montezuma 

County . East of Cortez, a few tracts of BLM lands border Mesa Verde Natlonal Park and the 

Southern Ute and Ute Mountaln Ute Indian reservations. 

All of the communities In this area--Pleasant View, Yel I owjacket, Roundup, Cortez, 
Dolores, Mancos, Hermosa, Durango, and Hesperus-- are wel l-surrounded by prlvate land, 
mainly agricultural In nature, that could adequately provide for any needed canmunlty 

expans Ion. The fragmented land pattern makes BLM surface management dlfflcult. 
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WSA 

Table 2-19. Manageabl I liy Concerns Regarding WSAs. 

----- 
Co&ns ----------------------.--._----- 

Cahone Canyon 

Cross Canyon 

Dolores River 

Canyon 

McKenna Peak 

Menefee Mountain 

Sq uawPapoose 

Canyon 

Tabeguache Creek 

Weber Mountaln 

Twelve exlstfng pre-FLPMA oft and gas leases. Includes 2,800 acres or 

approxfmately 31% of total WSA; 011 and gas selsmlc actlvlty previously 

author lzed . Uranlum and vanadium exploration In area; wlthln KGS; 

cultural resources need protection. 

Thirty-two extstlng pre-FLPMA 011 and gas leases (Includes Utah). 

Includes 8,900 acres or 70% of total WSA. 011 and gas sefsmlc actIvfty 

and uranlum and vanadlum exploration previously authorized; needs 

I lvestock management In future; wIthIn KGS; cultural resources need 

protectIon. 

One exlstlng pre-FLPMA oil and gas lease. Includes 40 acres or <I$ ot 

total WSA. 011 and gas se1smIc actlvlty prevfously authorized; 

uranlum, vanadtum, copper and sliver exploration ln areas; float 

boatfng occurs. 

No pre-FLPMA 011 and gas leases. Uranlwm and vanadlum exploratfon In 

area; needs llvestock management In future; wild horses presently In 

area; eroslon and salIn1i-y control projects may be needed. Contains 

320 acres of State lands. 

No pre-FLPMA 011 and gas leases. Wlthfn Durango KRCRA; also contains 

40 acres prlvate land-prlvate minerals; 120 acres-ELM surface-private 

minerals. 

Nlne exlstlng pre-FLPMA 011 and gas leases (Includes Utah). Includes 

2,300 acres or 20% of total WSA. 011 and gas setsmlc actlvlty 

previously authorized; two we1 Is staked ln 1983 In area; rranlum and 
vanadium exploration previously done In area; wfthln KGS; cultural 

resources need protectIon. 

No exlstlng pre-FLPMA 011 and gas leases. Cultural resources need 

protect ion. 

Four pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases. Includes 2,272 acres or 36% of 

total WSA and two wells drIlled during 1982-83. WSA wlthln Durango 

KRCRA, adjacent to Mesa Verde National Park Wl I derness Area (no vlsltor 

use allowed); WSA also adjacent to KGS. Contains 640 acres of State 

I ands. 

Note : Al I WSAs have adjacent farmlands. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

-- 
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Southeast Sectton. BLM-administered public lands conttnue In wtdely scattered blocks 

throughout the eastern portton of La Plata County, where lntermlngled private lands pre- 

doml nate, The San Juan Natlonal Forest borders the publtc lands to the north and east and 

the Southern We lndtan Reservatlon ltes to the south. 

The fragmented ownership pattern here makes BLM surface management dtfftcult, 
especfal ly on tracts without legal andtorI physical access and particularly on the 

isolated 40-acre and 80-acre tracts near Pagosa Sprtngs. The contlnulng upsurge In 

subdlvldlng lands for devel optng seasonal vacation homes has further compl tcated the 

access sttuation. 

Northeast Sectlon. BLM-admlnlstered lands near S1 lverton tn San Juan County CcmprIse 

approximately 51,000 acres of public lands, nearly surrounded by Nattonal Forest lands--to 

the northuest I tes the Uncanpahgre Natlonal Forest; to the west and south and east, the 

San Juan Natlonal Forest. 

Lack of records of cadastral surveys and irregular parcel boundaries are the major 
lmpedlments to developpng on-the-ground programs wlthfn thts sectton, which IS at least 80 

percent unsurveyed. Tlny, irregular strips of BLM land are al I that remain unpatented 
along the major drainages and these lands are extremely dffflcult to locate. Patented 

mtnlng claims scattered throughout the area are usually the only surveyed lands for miles. 
The tnterspersed, patented lands also contribute to legal access problems in some parts of 

thfs sectton. Patented clatms are concentrated along major gulches where roads or jeep 

trails have been butlt, often for the sole purpose of access to both patented and 

unpatented mtntng claims. 
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Table 2-20. Counttes wtthtn Planntng Area. 

--&-v-w-- e---e-- -- 
State Pub1 Ic 

(Colorado unless land 

Countfes otherwl se noted) County Seat acreage 

----m---v------- (approxlmate) 

Archuleta 

Dolores 

La Plata 

Mesa 

Montezuma 

Montrose 

Rio Arrfba 

San Juan 

San Mtguel 

New Mexico 

Pagosa Spr t ngs 10,500 

Dove Creek 55,000 

Durango 29,500 

Grand Junct ton 32,500 

Cortez 189,000 

Montrose 326,000 

Tterra Amarll la 3,500 

St I verton 49,000 

Tel lur tde 299,000 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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The economy of SIlverton, county seat and only town In San Juan County, Is largely 
seasonal due to the high elevation (9,300 feet) and Is based upon mining and tourism. The 

Standard Metals Mayflower MIII north of Silverton provides a large portIon of Silver-tongs 

econony. The town Itself provtdes resldent\al occupancy for Its 850 permanent tesIdents 

and commercial uses for a large summer tourist influx. The Durango-to-S 1 I verton I ine of 
the Denver and Rio Grande Narrow Gauge RaIlroad carries more than 100,000 passengers to 

Silverton during the 3-month summer season; the train runs to Cascade Creek durtng nine 

months of the year (approx. halfway to SIlverton). 

Fire 

The Montrose DIstrIct has developed a Normal Year Fire Plan that is destgned to 

manage fires as they occur in al I resource areas of the District. Cooperative agreements 

with the USFS, the NatIonal Park Service, ElIA, the Colorado State Forest Service, and 

county governments are in place to provlde qutck Initial atPack. An average of 47 fires 
per year were suppressed in the area fram 1970 through 1980. The average size of the 

fires was less than three acres wlth an occasional 20-acre fire, The largest flre during 

the period was in June of 1974 when 2,570 acres burned three miles south of Naturita, 

Colorado. Most fires are caused by IlghtnIng and occur in standIng pInyon-juniper trees. 

The VIgIl-Abeyta and Archuleta Mesa areas are considered htgh resource value areas 

due to the canrnerclal timber avallable here. There are many other areas that contain’ 

Improvements of various types that require Immediate fire suppresslon actions, 

The Paradox Limited Suppression Plan, covering approximately 250,000 acres in the 
northern portlon of the planntng area, was Implemented in 1982, SIX fires srere monItored 

in 1982 and 1983 and al lowed to burn out natural ly with a total of 14 acres burned. 

Transportation 

Developlng and managing a WansportatIon system are accomplIshed through using a 

transportatlon plan, canpleted for the planning area In 1981 and conststs of the 

fol I owl ng: 

Type of Road or Trall Miles of Road 

Primary - Surveyed and deslgned to the required 
standard (maIntaIned once a year) 

226 

Secondary - Maintained at existing standards 

(every two years) 

90 

Pr Imltlve - MaIntaIned (every three years) 435 

Foot and Horse Trails - Ma lnta ined (when necessary) 49 

Total 800 
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Road maintenance funds currently provide less than 20 percent of funds needed for 

their proper maintenance. Numerous areas of public land do not presently have legal 

access. More than 100 easements would be needed in the planning area to provide legal 

access to the roads presently on the transportation plan. In addition to the approxl- 
mutely 800 ml les of road in the transportation plan, another 1,018 miles of unnalntained 
road were inventoried in 1980. These roads are presently used in managing the public 

lands but little or no maintenance is being provided. 

Economics 

The San Juan-San Miguel economic planning area includes areas of nine counties, eight 

In Colorado and one in New Mexico. The total 1980 population of these counties was 

approximately 101,000. Table 2-21 shows the 1970 and 1980 population, per capita income, 

and number of persons employed by county and state. Significant population growth may be 

seen In all counties except Dolores and San Juan. All of the counties in the planning 

area have a notably lower per capita Inccme than the Colorado average. 

Table 2-22 shows personal lncane by major sources by county. government, services, 

and constructlon can be seen to be the top three sources of incoma in the planning area. 

Minerals, transportation and public utilities, and retail trade also are substantial 

sources of personal income. 
Table 2-21. Population, Per Capita Incane, and Employment 

Within Planning Area. 

County 
Population Per Capita Income Employment 

1970 1980 1970 1980 1970 1980 

Colorado 

Archu leta 

Do I ores 

La Plata 

Montezuma 

Montrose 

San Juan 

San Miguel 

2,733 3,664 2,744 7,467 934 1,129 

1,641 1,658 2,022 7,471 567 562 

19,199 27,195 2,779 7,378 7,183 13,782 

12,952 16,510 2,441 7,108 4,474 6,322 

18,366 24,352 2,758 6,815 7,004 10,680 

83 1 833 2,301 6,454 529 489 

1,949 3,192 2,148 5,747 726 1,698 

New Mexico 

Rio Arriba 21,268 23,617 2,074 5,588 6,201 8,756 

Tota Is 

Colorado 2,207,259 2,889,735 3,887 10,033 869,534 I ,399,733 

New Mexico 1,170,055 1,299,968 3,072 7,878 323,581 518,000 

Sources: U.S. Census 1980; Regional Economic lnformatlon System 1984; Colorado 

Division of Employment and Training 1984. 
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Table 2-22. Personal Incoma Wlthln Planning Area.? 

Major 

solrces 

of lncoms 

County Rrcent 

colaado New Mexico Total of 

Archuleta Dolores LaPlala Montezun~ Montrose San Juan San Miguel Rlo Arrtba rd tutal 

Farm 

Agriculture 

Minerals 

Construction 

Manlfactlrlng 

Transportation 8 

publk utlllt1es 

Wholesale trale 

khii trade 
Finance, lnsvanoe 

(L real estate 

SWV lC8!S 

tkvdE3rmant 

13,008 2,852 1,416 4,078 
D 58 753 843 

547 D 2,417 4,753 

D 146 12,085 14,415 

638 L 6,819 3,246 

3,999 0 86 

913 0 D 

15,502 4,532 4,037 

6,789 91 1,567 

7,825 157 142 

3,997 29,436 7 

648 3,215 1 

993 32,781 8 

5.6% 40,789 10 

3,103 21,930 5 

382 708 10,466 4,919 16,552 L D 6,999 40,026 9 

334 388 5,269 5,015 4,942 L D %9 15,917 4 

1,883 611 21,453 11,213 14,038 D 2,251 9,435 40,005 9 

D D 7,716 

D 212 35,023 

3,278 1,293 30,403 

2,904 4,744 99 1,481 2,523 19,467 5 

8,122 13,715 D 2,017 18,530 77,619 18 

15,663 22,913 633 2,817 28,565 10,261 24 

20,070 6,266 133,820 75,171 111,932 5,512 14,398 81,459 331,446 

Total laba 8 

P-W--S 
IIlCOlB 

lReg1onal Econonlc Informatlon Systen 1980; flgves In $1,000. 

?!Flgues 1n this colurm are 95% of total dlla to presence of L and D flgues; D = Not reported to aw!d conffdentlal dlsclosue; 

L = Less than 150,000. 
Sovce: ELMData 1984. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--ECONOMICS 

Retreat 1on 

The planning area derlves sIgn1fIcant economic benefit from expendttures made for 

recreatron actlvItIes, many of whtch are not currently quanttffable--as, for example, 

h I kl ng, camp1 ng, and backpack1 ng. However p numerical data do exist for flshlng, hunting, 

whlte water boating, and generalized tourist travel In the area. 

Flshlng 

In 1980, 559,000 recreatton vlsltor days (RVDs) were spent ftshIng In the planning 

area (see Table 2-23). Fishfng occurred at slgnlflcant levels In al I ccunties and 

contributed expendttures of approximately $38 mtl llon to the econmy (McKean and Nobe 

1983). Approximately 200,000 RVDs and approximately $13.3 mll Iton In expenditures are 

attr Ibuted to publ Ic’ lands. 

Huntlng 

In 1980, 344,000 RVDs were spent hunting In the planning area. Hunting occurred at 

sfgntftcant levels tn all countfes and contributed expenditures of appt-oxtmaP’eIy $45 

mtl lion to the econany (McKean 1983). Approximately 22,000 RVDs and approximately $3 

ml I I ion In expenditures are estimated to be attrl butable to publ lc lands. Table 2-24 

shows 1980 hunting RVDs and expenditures by types of animals. 
Table 2-23. Flshlng RVDs by County 

WithIn Planning Area. 

-- 
County RVDs 

Archu leta 54,130 

Do I ores 47,145 

La Plata 255,182 

Montezuma 35,171 

Montrose 64,606 

San Juan 26,191 

San Mrguel 76,579 

Total 

PI_ 

559,004 

* Source: CDOW, personal canmun. 1983. 

Note : Frgures are as of 1980. 

-- 
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Wh I te Water Boat I ng 

The Dolores River Is extenstvely used for white water boating. A 1980 estimate of 

12,500 RVDs was made for the Dolores. Expenditures for white water boatlng are esttmated 

at approx1:mateIy $1 mil Iron annually WlthIn the planning area. 

Tour i st Tr ave I 

Tourist travel In the planntng area generates slgnlflcant levels of Income and 

emp I oyment. Travel-related payrol I for 1980 is estimated at $28 mll lion and Is respon- 

slble for 4,600 jobs here. Table 2-25 shows 1980 travel-related payrol I and associated 

jobs by county. In Montezuma County, travel to archaeologic sites In Montezuma and 

Dolores counties contributes stgniflcantly to the travel level. It 1s estimated that 
18,000 RVDs were spent at BLM-admlnlstered cultural sites In 1980. Annual expenditures of 

approximately $0.5 mll llon may be expected from this level of use. 

Minerals 

In 1980, minerals with a canmerctal value of 9165 milllon were produced In the plan- 

nlng area, lncludlng sand and gravel, uranium and vanadium, petroleum, gas, coal, and 

metals. Public lands are estimated to have ylelded approximately $37 milllon worth of 

these materrals. Table 2-26 shows the coinmerclal value of minerals produced by county In 
1980. Estimates of values by canmodIty are also Included. 
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Tab I e 2-24. Hunting RVDs withIn Planning Area. 1/ 

- v-w --- 
Expend1 tures 

Animal RVDcZ/ ---- L$)2! __ 

Deer 118,097 24,724,OOO 

Elk 125,779 18,830,000 

Other Blg Game 16,007 937,000 

Smal I Game 64,951 886,000 Y 

Waterfow I 6,242 

Upland Birds 12,963 --- 

344,039 45,377,ooo 

l/Includes .Blg Game Management Units (GMUs) 60, 61, 70 

through 75, 751, 77 and 78, and Smal I GMUs 62, 88, and 90. 

L’McKean 1983. 

I/CDOW 1980. 

/Includes expenditures for smal I game waterfowl and 

upland birds. 

Note : Figures are as of 1980. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--ECONOMICS 
Table 2-25. Travel-Related Payrol I by 

County Within Planning Area. 

-- 

County _ 

---- 
Payrol I Number of 

(In $1,000) jobs 

Archuleta s 3,195 529 
Do I ores 96 13 

La Plata 15,711 2,566 

Montezuma 3,758 613 

Montrose 3,111 505 
San Miguel 1,301 213 

San Juan 1,039 170 

Total $28,211 4,609 

Note: Ftgures as of 1980. 

Source: Business Research DIvtsIon 1980. 

-- --- 
Table 2-26. Dol lar Value of Minerals Produced 

by County WlthIn Planning Area2 

-- ------- 
Sand and Uran lum/ 

county grave I vanadlum Meta I s Petro I eum Gas Coa I 

Archuleta 209 -- -- 
Do I ores 9 em -- 
La Plata 471 -- -- 
Montezuma 29 -- -- 
Montrose 2,220 17,277 -- 
San Juan 8 em 19,505 

San Miguel 171 5,739 -- 

Tota I 

BLM LandZ 

3,117 23,016 19,505 

400 2 1,000 6,800 

1,521 28 

1,278 1,486 

1,416 3,631 

3,124 1,277 
me -- 

-- 

135 .- 

-- 
1,780 

7,474 8,202 3,928 

3,500 3,200 1,700 

170 
-- 

1,894 
-- 

1,863 
-- 

1 

--- --- 

1/CoIorado DIvtslon of Mines 1980; figures In $1,000. 

2/BLM esttmate 1984. 
Note: Figures are calculated as of 1980. 

-- 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--ECONOMICS 

Forest Products 

Complete data are not avaIlable for forest product production In the planning area; 

however, the USFS Is esthnated to account for 90 to 95 percent of the production that 

occurs. A IO-year average of USFS’s ttmber sales ( 1970-1980) Is estimated to be approxl- 

mately 43 mll lion board feet (MMBF) of timber valued at approxtmately $780,000, which 

suggests an overal I productIon level (Including f rgures from the USFS, the Colorado Forest 

Service, the BIA, BLM, and prtvate sales) of 47 MMBF valued at approximately $860,000. 

Tfmber productton on public lands Is estimated at 200,000 BF of sawtlmber per year. 

Relattve to ovet-al I productIon In the planntng area, this Is an economlcally InsIgnIfIcant 

level of productIon (less than 1%). In addItIon to timber productfon, BLM land provides 

an average authorized yearly total of approximately 900 cords of fIrewood, 500 Chrtstmas 

trees, 500 wIldlIngs (see Glossary), and 2,000 posts. Total BLM forest pt-oductlon of al I 

commodities Is estrlnated to have a commerclal value of $250,000. 

LIvestock Grazl ng 

Approximately 116,000 cattle and 62,000 sheep are estimated to graze In thecplannfng 

area. The forage required by this number of animals Is estimated to be 1.5 mll IIon AUMS 

annual ly with a value of $12.8 mIl IIon. Fffty-f Ive thousand AUMs have been grazed 

annually (3-yr avg. use) from BLM land and valued at $0.5 mIl IIon. Based upon an average 

of Sl.88/AUM, BLM has recetved approximately 894,000 annually for the past three years for 

this forage. Table 2-27 shows 1980 to 1982 average livestock numbers by county. 
Table 2-27. Est Irrated Livestock Numbers by 

County WIthIn Plannrng Area. 

County (Colorado) Catt I e Sheep 

Archu leta 

Dolores 

La Plata 

Montezuma 

Montrase 

San Juan 
San Miguel 

12,833 

5,467 

34,500 

27,667 

28,000 
es 

7,667 - 

Total 116,134 61,799 

1,067 
-- 

10,000 

12,066 

23,666 
-- 

15,000 

Source: Colorado Department of Agriculture 1982 (1980 
through 1982 average). 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT--ECONOMICS 

Social Setttng 

While BLM soclologlc baseline data do not currently exist for the San Juan-San Miguel 

plannlng area, the planning area 1s characterlstlc of rural counties found In western 
Colorado. Urban areas near Durango are experiencing growth due to recreation and light 

industry, while rural areas near Egnar and NaturIta are either growing sltghtly or 

decllnlng In population due to mlneral lndustry shutdowns. 

Much of the lffestyle of the area Involves outdoor actlvitles and many of the most 

popular recreation act Iv1 ties are outdoor orlented e Thus, the resources managed by BLM 

are of Interest to much of the population. 

Many resrdents value the rural character of the area as an Important part of their 

I I festy les. An apprecIatIon for the wide-open spaces, natural values, solitude and 

personal freedom Is generally found. Dutslde control of land or any kind of outside 

Interference 1s general ly resented. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

I NTRODUCT I ON 

Chapter Three discusses the physlcal, btologlc, and econanlc consequences of Imple- 

mantlng the alternatives described In Chapter One, and It discusses only the resources 

that would be affected; we assume that no Important Impacts to climate, air qualIly, 

geology, topography, transportation, noise, and prime and unique farmlands would result 

ft-an i3LM management act Ions. An lnterdlsclpllnary approach was used In developing these 

Impacts (see Table l-11 for a comparative analysfs of Impacts by resources at the end of 

Chapter 3). 

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES 

To analyze the impacts of Implementing the alternatives, the fol Iowlng assumptions 

were made: 

1. Only slgnlflcant changes or Impacts (which varies by resource) will be analyzed. 

2. Changes or Impacts descr lbed and analyzed are short term unless otherwl se stated; 

I ong-term Impacts wou I d occur over a 2D-year perlod. Short-term Impacts wou I d 

occur wIthIn a lo-year period; however, for the no-grazing alternatlve, the short 

term Is 20 years and the long term 1 s 100 years. 

3. The management act Ions were analyzed under the assumption that al I actions would 

be fully Implemented wlthln the plannfng period. 

4. It was assumed that adequate fundlng and manpower would be avallable to lmplemnt 

the management actions dlscussed In the alternatives. However, In practice, 

fundlng and manpower are variables that cause unpredictable changes In lmplemen- 

tatfon. 

ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES SPECIFIC TO CERTAIN RESOLRCES 

Solls and Water 

Demand for m3re water would continue to grow and be m)re than the water supply 
throughout the Western Unlted States; demand for better water qualIly would also grow. 

Stlpulatlons protecting watersheds frcm Impacts associated with mlneral exploration 

and development would be Included In mineral leases andtorI slte-speclflc environmental 

ab5essments for al I act Ions. 

ELM Is currently In the process of Identlfylng al I water sources on public land that 

qualify as public water reserves pursuant to the Executive Order of April 17, 1926 (Public 

Water Reserve No. 107). The water quantity reserved Is that which 1s necessary to meet 

Ilvestock and human uses. Water needed to support BLM programs beyond these needs would 

be appllad for through the Colorado State water approprlatlon system on a case-by-case 

basis. 

Upstream dlverslons would not dewater the streams upon which the aquatlc wlldllfe 

rely. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES 

Assessing Impacts related to vegetat Ion were based ‘on expectatfons of near-norms I 

annual c I Imate. Severe climate varIatIons could drastIcal ly alter vegetation responses. 

Cultural Resources 

General and site-specfflc stlpulatlons wfl I continue to be Included In envlrornrental 

work for al I acttons. Avoidance will continue to be the primary form of mItIgatIon for 

any Impacts. 

Cultural resources wII I continue to deteriorate via natural forces, vIsItatIon, and 

vandalism If corrective and preventative actton Is not taken. Stab1 ItzatIon, patrol, and 

vlsllor management are proven methods of neutralltlng and even reducing these types of 

deter Iorat Ion. 

The Anasazf Heritage Center wll I be bu1 It and operated as planned. 

Public Interest In and advocacy of cultural resources via recreation, protedlon, and 

educatIonal research wtl I continue to Increase, especial ly In more remote areas. 

BLM wll I contfnue to provide for an ongolng data gathering and -mlntenance system for 

cultural sites (as a result of Items mentIoned 1n the first paragraph) In response to the 

needs of other resource users. 

An increase In vandalism to cultural sites directly corresponds to Increases In 

access nearer to these sites. 

Estfmates on affected sttes are taken from exIst1ng site denslttes for sIm1lar 

envlrormental zones nearby, which have had Class I I I surveys or fran exIstIng Class I I 
survey data (see Glossary). 

Wlldllfe (AquatIc and Terrestrial) 

The CDOW can successful ly control big game pcpulat Ions on a Game Managenaent Unft 

(GMU) basis. 

Sane bfg game crucfal winter range on prlvate land would be lost, which would 

increase the big game forage demand on public land over the next ten years If total big 

game populations are to be malntalned. 

All land ldentlfled for dlsposal, which would occur wer a ten-year perfod, would 

lose Its value as big game habitat (worst case analysis of Impacts). 

SlgnIfIcant Increases In sediment yteld would adversely affect fIsherIes. 

The condItIon of the rlparlan zone Influences the quality of the aquatIc environment. 

Forestry 

Camnerc1al forest land would be harvested on an 80- to 180-year rotation; plnyon- 
jun lper woodland on a 15D- to 30O-year rotation; and aspen wood land on an 8D- to 1 PO-year 

rotat Ion. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES 

Implementing all vegetation manlpulatlons would happen over a lo-year period. 

Energy and Minerals 

All mineral rlghts would be reserved on land ldentlfled for disposal where valuable 

mlnerals can be ldentlfled. 

Mines would be provlded with necessary leases to continue their present levels of 

operat lon. 

Lands 

BLM would reserve access across parcels dlsposed of In cases where pub1 lc access to 
adjacent State or Federal land Is needed. (In most cases, BLM does not have legal access 

rlghts to parcels to be disposed of.) 

Transportatlon 

Easement acqufsltlon and road developmnt and Improvement would be expanded 0-r a 
lO- to 2+year perlod. By dtverslfylng the transportation system development, Impacts 

would be lnslgnlf Icant. 

LIvestock Grazlng 

The ranch models used In economlcal ly evaluating the management proposals are 
representations of actual ranching operations In the plannlng.area. 

Increases In avallable forage were based on Inventory data and estlmatlng increased 

ecologIcal vegetation condltlon, which would result fran managelnent facllltles, lntenslve 

grazing systems, and vegetatton manlpulatlons. 

Prcvldlng for basic plant needs for reproductTon, growth, and establishment results 

In slmllar responses regardless of speclf lc locatlon (Martin 1973). 

Expected changes as a result of Implementing lntenslve grazing systems are projected 

to lmprove vegetatlon condltlon ln the long term. This assumption Is substantiated by 

studles concerning deferred rotation grazing by Keng and Merrll I (1960). Since deferred 
and rest-rotation systems are consldered ln the literature to be equal to or superlor to 

deferred rotation for vegetatton response, It Is assumed that these grazing systems wIl I 

respond slmllarly. 

T>e crltlcal period developed and used to constraln Ilvestock grazlng on al I Improve 

81l81 category allotments corresponds to the period Hormay (1970) discusses (defollatlon Is 

most harmful when food reserves are lowest, usual ly In the sprlng green-up perlod when 

plants are growlng most rapldly). Continuous sprlng use for browse plants can severely 

deplete thelr food reserves and thus adversely affect reproductive growth and plant vigor 

and eventually can cause the plant’s death (GarrTson 1972). 

Wilderness 

Current management of wl I derness lnc ludes exist I ng MFPs. The Impacts dl scussed I n 

Chapter Three are based on current management prlor to BLM’s Interim Management Policy 

(Revised July 12, 1983). 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--ASSUMPTIONS AND GUIDELINES 

it 1s assumed that the wl I derness recommandat Ion for this RMP WI I I be adopted by the 

President and by Congress. 

Publtc recreatlonal use demand for wl lderness areas !n the planning area wll I 

Increase annually at the nattonal average (10%). 

Visual Resources 

All acreage proposed for vegatatlon manlpulat’lon wIthIn the planning area could be 

acconpllshed wIthIn VFW guldellnes. 

The object Ives for each VRM class describe the degree to which projects would be 

designated to blend with the exIstIng landscapes. Any visual changes or Impacts that fal I 

wlthln the acceptable vlsusl contrast IImIts of a particular class are not considered 

slgnlf Icant. A changa In VRM classlflcatlon Is consIdered slgnlflcant, which would occur 

because of WI I derness desfgnation or pr ImltIve recreatfon management. 

The maIn goal of the VRM program Is to malntaln the landscape’s natural scenic 

qualltles under a variety of uses. Some projects may have short-term visual Impacts (3 to 

5 years) that might exceed the management objectIves for a given geographic area. 

Howe-r, these Impacts are not consfdered s!gnIf Icant where long-term rehabI IItatIon plans 
(fran 5 to 20 years) are Implemented to maIntaIn visual contrast withIn the acceptable 

contrast I ImI ts. 

ABOVE TIMBERLINE WITHIN THE SILVERTON SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA= 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

RESOUXE CONSERVATION ALTERNAT I VE--I NTRODUCT ION 

This alternative provides management direction to enhance nonconsumptive natural 

resource values. Multiple resource uses wi I I continue even though some areas wi I I have 

limited use or will be closed to certain uses. The fol I owi ng di scuss ion by resource 

describes overal I management within the planning area. The Resource Conservation 

Alternat ive contains two suba lternat lves-- No Crazl ng and Ecological Representat ion. 

Energy and Minerals 

The no-surface occupancy oil and gas stipulations imposed for the peregrine falcon 

eyrie on Perins Peak would continue on 1,480 acres. 

Critical deer and elk winter range areas will limit periods of oil and gas explora- 

t ion and devel cpment operat Ions on 248,890 acres. Operations may be conducted between May 

15 and November 30, a period established in the oil and gas umbrella EAs. This acreage 

represents a 3 percent increase over the Current Management Alternative. Impacts are not 

s ignl f icant because they do not restrict operat Ions. 

The no-surface occupancy stipulation imposed for the Dolores River SRMA decreases by 

21,600 acres the area in which oil and gas exploration, development, and product Ion can be 
accomplished (BLM Data 1984). The majority of this acreage cannot be occupied because of 

steep terrain and costly operations. 

Management of the Dolores River Sf+IA under this alternative would decrease the area 
for mining claim location and subsequent exploration, development, and production on 

21,600 acres due to withdrawal frcm mineral entry. This represents approximately 2 
percent of the planning area acreage and impacts would be for the long term. 

Designating all eight WSAs as wilderness will have the followlng impacts to mineral 

resources (see Table 3-l for estimated reserves withln the WSAs): 

(1) Withdrawal of coal in the Menefee Mountain and Weber Mountain WSAs would result 

in a loss of approximately 95 million tons of coal reserves (62 mil lion in Menefee, 33 

million in Weber). This represents 12.5 percent of the total estimated reserves within 

the Durango KRCRA from Mesa Verde Natlonal Park to Hesperus. Impacts would be for the 
long term. 

(2) Withdrawal of the coal in the Tabeguache Creek WSA could result in a loss of an 

unknown amount of coal reserves. This WSA is not within a KRCRA but is Indicated as 
having a moderately favorable potential for the resource. There Is probably low potential 
for development of the Dakota Coal in this area. 

(3) Congressional withdrawal from leasing for oil and gas in the eight WSAs (102,601 

acres) could result in a possible loss of 5.7 mil lion barrels of oil, 8.3 bil lion cubic 

feet of gas, and 46 bil lion cubic feet of CO2. No reserves have been estimated for the 
McKenna Peak and Tabeguache Creek WSAs because It was determined that low potential exists 

for the resource. Withdrawal would not affect pre-FLPMA leases with valid rights. The 
pt-e-FLPMA oil and gas leases In Cahone, Cross, Squaw/Papoose canyons and Weber Mountaln 
are mostly held by production from oil and gas units adjacent and outside the WSA 

boundar i es. The majority of the leases probably wi I I not expire during the term of this 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

plan (lo-20 years). Development and production from these WSA reserves have a moderate to 

high probabil Ity durlng the term of the plan,, The development would result in the 

recovery of a portion (30-70%) of the reserves listed In Table 3-1 being available because 

of these valid existing pre-FLPMA rights. 

(4

greatly 

Rlver 

Combined 

percent 

Canyon 

vanadlum 

ability 
uranium 

moderate 

Canyon 

occur d

for deve

(5

and Cros

Inc., h

these a
exception 
Table 3-l. Oil, Gas and CO2 Estlrnated Reserves within WSAs. 

--PI- 
Barrel;- 

-- 
Gas 

WSA of oil (mcf 1 --- ---- 

Cahone Canyonl/ 369,000 738,000 

Cross Canyon?! 4 15,000 831,000 

Dolores River Canyon 4,216 mmcf 

Menefee Mounta in 2.4 million 704,000 

Squaw/Papoose CanyonZ! 495,000 991,000 

Weber Mounta in 2.02 ml I I ion 605,000 

- - - - a - - - - -  - - - - - - m m - -  

.I/Cahone Canyon WSA may also contain 46 bil lion cubic feet 

of cop. 

/Includes Utah f Igures. 

Note: The est Imated reserves were calculated by determining 

reservoir characteristics of nearby fields and then dlscount- 

ing that figure by the wildcat ratio of 11% for the area. 

The 11% f lgure was assumed to be the volume of oil and gas 

most likely to occur within the WSA, Impacts would be for 

the long term. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
) Withdrawal frcm mineral entry by designating the eight WSAs as wilderness would 

affect locatable mlneral development In the Squaw/Papoose, Cross, and Dolores 

canyon WSAs. Withdrawals would not include pre-FLPMA claims with valid discovery. 
acreage of these three WSAs Is 38,670 acres, which represents approximately 3 

of the planning area acreage. Squaw/Papoose Canyon (440 mlnlng clalms) and Cross 

(700 mining claims) WSAs have a high favorabillty for occurrence of uranium and 

mineral itatlon. Dolores River Canyon WSA Is indicated as having a high favor- 
for occurrence of base and precious metals, and there Is also potential for 
and vanadium occurrence in the Chinle Formation found there. It is assumed that a 

probability exists for valid discoveries of locatable minerals in Squaw/Papoose 

and Cross Canyon WSAs. Bevelcpment of these valid pre-FLPMA rights would probably 

uring the term of this plan (lo-20 years) when economic conditions are favorable 

lopment. 

) The greatest long-term impact would be from designating the Squaw/Papoose Canyon 

s Canyon WSAs as w i Iderness. Extensive explorat ton dr I I I i ng by Western Nut lear, 

as indicated that a uranium ore body posslbly extends Into both WSAs. Designating 

reas as wilderness could preclude any development of the ore body, with the 
of those pre-FLPMA mining claims with valid discovery. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

No mineral entry on cultural withdrawal areas would decrease available acreage for 

mining claim location, exploration, and development on 4,785 acres, a 42Facre Increase 

beyond the Current Management Alternative. The total acreage represents approximately 0.4 

percent of the plannlng area and Impacts would be for the long term. 

Travel restrictions associated with various programs nil I require mining clalmants to 
f I le Plan of Operat Ions under 43 CFR 3809 Instead of a Not Ice of Intent. 

Federal coal for exploration and development would be ava I lable on 34,000 acres in 

the Dur ango KRCRA. 

Possible future coal leasing would not be available on the Nucla and East Cortez 

KRCRAs . Managing sand and gravel permits on approximately 880 acres will not provide for 

meeting future demands for the resource. 

Disposal of public lands with reservation of minerals to the Federal government wll I 
result In 18,000 addltlonal acres of split estate msnagemBnt, which will add approximately 

6.1 percent more spl It estate lands than currently exl st which increases manageabl I ity 

problems. impacts would be for the long term. 

Summary 

All impacts to minerals in this alternatIve are long term. 

Significant impacts of this alternative are the withdrawals fran mlneral entry 

(approx. 129,000 ac) and no-surface occupancy stipulations on the recreation portion of 

the Dolores River (21,600 acres). &eatest impacts WI I I be from designat ion and 

withdrawal of al l WSAs, which WI I l preclude development of the coal, oil and gas, and 
uranium resources that have a high probability of being present In some of the areas, with 

the exceptton of those lands containing pre-FLF’MA leases or claims with val Id rights or 

discoveries. A portion of the leasable and locatable minerals present wll I probably stil I 

be produced (pre-FLPMA leases and cla Ims), subJect to valid rights, the result being that 

not al I the reserves in Cross, Squaw/Papoose, and Cahone canyon WSAs uil I be lost due to 

designation as WI l derness. 

The product ion and use of coal, oil and gas, and other minerals are irreversible 

commitments of natural resources. To the extent they are developed in this alternative, 

there wil l be Irreversible and irretrievable ccmmitments of resources. 

Vegetation 

The only significant short-term impacts to vegetation that would occur are probable 
increases of forage plant vigor where livestock reductions result In lowered utllizatlon 

levels. Current util lzatlon trends WI l l continue In the short term until use patterns are 

disrupted with Implemented grazing systems and facllitles. 

Figure 3-l Illustrates the expected long-term changes in vegetation condition. 

Projectlons are based on the potential of existing vegetation to respond to changes In 

grazl ng management and Improvements. The major long-term Impacts to vegetation would be 

slight improvements In the type and productlvlty of forage species on sites that are 

currently In poor or falr condltlon. Under intensive management. some sites would be 

converted fran poor t0 fair condition and fran fair to good condition. 
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Resource 

300 0 Conservation 
8 n Alternative 

200 ; Cl Current Situation 

VEGETATION CONDITION 

Figure 3-1. Long -term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Resource Conservation Alternative. 
Additfonal forage may be produced as a result of tlmber and woodland harvesting. 

Proposed watershed Improvement treatmnts and wild II fe treatments would have long- 

term posltlve Impacts to vegetation and Incidental ly to Ilvestock grazing. Increased 

vegetation densltles and producttve and aval lable forage wfl I result from the proposed 

treatments. 

Impacts to T&E plants would be posltlve In the short and long term because of 

lnventorles and special stlpulatlons on al I proposed actions. 

Exlstlng and possibly expanded Ilmlted fire suppresslon plans would affect vegetation 

resources In the long term by al IowIng more plnyon-junlper woodlands and sagebrush acreage 

to burn naturally and to be replaced with herbaceous vegetation. 

Wilderness deslgnatfon would have long-term posltlve Impacts to vegetatfon under thfs 

alternatlve by precluding many development actlvltles. 

ORV restr I& Ions wou I d have both short- and long-term positive Impacts to vegetatton 

by I ImltTng surface disturbances. 

Summary 

In the long term, the overal l type and productivity of forage specfes on public lands 

would Improve slightly under thls alternative. Properly placlng and deslgnlng lmprove- 

merit projects could lessen some of the possibly adverse Impacts to vegetatfon. 
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Soils and Water 

Erosion, sediment, and salt yields would be reduced by implementing vegetation treat- 

ments, water control structures, and aquatic and riparlan improvements in the planning 

area. The location of the treatments and the treated acreage or miles woluid primar I ly 
d8t8r7llill8 the magn i tude Of th8S8 impi3CtS. 

Properly tmplemented grazing systems that adhere to adequate rest cycles during 

periods of critical soil moisture and critical plant phenology and proper use restrictions 

would help reduce 8rOSiOn , sediment, and salinity yields on those si-tes. 

The increases in visitor use brought about by designating areas as wilderness may 

result in a slight increase in erosion rates on trails and campsites as well as decreased 

water qua1 ily (sediment yield and bacterial contamination). Due to some protect Ion from 

mineral development, wilderness designation would have long-term, positive impacts to 

soils and water. 

Roads associated with timber harvest, even those properly laid out and constructed, 

would result in short-term increases in erosion rates and sediment yield. The degree of 

this impact wi I I vary with the size of the timber harvests. 

Continued protection of the Boulder Gulch watershed near Silver-ton, Colorado, and the 

ground-water aquifers associated with the Dry Creek Basin and Uravan domestic and 

municipal wel Is are necessary to protect the water qua1 Ity. 

After conducting an inventory In the Upper Anlmas River drainage, 20 acid drainage 

and pollution sources from heavy metals will be treated. 

Summary 

tmpfementing the R8SOUrC8 tinS8rvatiOn Alternative would result in Signif icant 

decreases in eroslon, sediment, and salinity yields and would improve aquatic habitat and 

provide protection to municipal and domestic water sources. 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

Implementing AMPS, wild horse herd management plans , and the wlldllfe program would 

improve range and habitat conditions on at least 701,000 acres. intensive livestock 
management and vegetation treatments would resolve existing problems of forage shortages 

and provide for 125 more pronghorn antelope and 300 bighorn sheep and would also prevent 

the short-term loss of 990 elk and 1,000 deer. Rfparian habitat would .siso be improved by 
1 ntens Iv8 I ivestock management, fencing , and instream structural Improvements. 

As many as 5,700 acres would be treated under wildlife program funding with minimally 

negative impacts to nongame species. As many as 8 stream miles of ripartan habitat would 

be improved with structures and protective fencing (5 miles under the wild horse progran). 

Water development would improve 3,200 dCr8S of wild Ii fe habitat. 

Raid eagles would Senefit from habitat protection. Additional winter concentration 

areas would rCIC8iVe protective management. R8CW8ry and reestablishment of peregr in8 

falcons would be assisted by continued releases. State T&E species recovery program would 

3-9 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--RESOURCE CONSERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

be assisted by the provision and improvement of potential habitat for river otters. Other 

T&E species would be protected and managed consistent with existing laws and regulations. 

Sensitive and nongame species habitat would be improved along wlth lmprovlng the general 

range condition and emphasi &;itg rlparian habitat management. 

Lands disposal .snd conversion to private ownershtp and possible deveillpment would 

ellmlnate 2 percent of exlstlng wIldlife habitat and 3 l/4 miles of rlparlan habitat. 
Rlparlan losses would likely be slgnlflcant because of limited availability of this 

habitat type and hlgh potential for improvements on some tracts. Crucial winter range 

impacts are minimal (40 acres). Slgniflcant, negative impacts to blghorn sheep habitat 

near Placerville could result In the loss of winter range for the remaining bighorn 

populations in the area. Potential conflicts with T8E species habltat would have to be 

resolved. Land disposals could add to signlf icant , cumulat lve impacts to blg game 

mlgratlon routes between Durango and Bayf leld (affect Ing 120 acres). 

Forestry program actions could cause sign If icant I asses of nongame species .habi tat as 

could range program vegetation treatments If sales or treatmants occur In the limited 

amount of old growth plnyon-juniper habltat. Commerclaily harvesting timber In ponderosa 

pine, spruce-flr, and aspen types would not have significant Impacts to wlldlife habitat, 

as, BLM lands In ths region contain a seal I fraction of these habitat types. 

Upland and rlparian habltat deterioration could be expected to occur on al IOtmtmtS 

not covered by AMPS where I lcenslng I lvestock exceeds estimated carrying capacity, Most 

significant impacts are lo riparian habitat. 

improving the vegetation through both wildlife and range programs could enhance 

recreation opportunities associated wlth hunting and wlldllfe viewing. 

Oil and gas ieaslng restrictive stipulations (on crucial winter ranges) would apply 

to si ightly different areas and approximately 8,000 more acres than are currently 

protected. Limiting seasonal access or surface occupancy wll I protect the lessees from 

potential Federal wi idlife violations, reduce destruction of habitat and prevent dl sturb- 

antes on seasonal iy cruclai wildll fe habltat areas. 

Wilderness deslgnatlons would have minor impacts to the wlldilfe program because the 

wilderness nonimpairment criteria would limit opportuntties for vegetation manipuiat~ons 

within those areas. An additional, but presently unquantifiable impact resulting from 

increased vlsitor use might also be expected (on a case-by-case basis). Wilderness 

desiqation would also protect wildiife habitat from dtsturbances associated with 

development. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions should Improve over the majority of the 

planning area due to more Intensive management of wlldlife habltat, Ilvestock, watershed 

areas, vegetation treatments and habitat protection in WSAs. River otters, bald eagles 

and peregrine falcons should benefit from provided protection. Land disposal could cause 

minimal losses of big game winter ranges and rlparlan habitat. Big game popuiatlons would 

remsin stable over the long term (similar to Impacts listed under the Current ManagenVNIt 
Alternative). 
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Aquatic and Riparlan Wildlife 

Renef icial impacts would occur from range management activ6ties due to the incorpora- 

tion of aquatic and riparian objectlves into AMPS; however, until they are ccmpleted, it 

is expected that a downward trend in habitat quality ~111 continue. There should be 
positive Impacts on those streams which have been intensively monitored (124 miles) 

through coordinated activity plannlng and monitoring, The remaining 280 plus miles of 

uninventoried streams could potential iy be improved through simiiariy coordinated activity 

planning. This potential may only be determined after further inventories andfor) 

monitoring to determine the current habitat condition, 

Wildlife management direction will positively affect aquatic and ripat-Ian habitat 

through substantial expenditures for aquatlc and rlparian habitat improvementse 

Additional monitoring will be required to determine habitat quality for those str-eons not 

inventoried. 

Some benef lclai impacts to recreation would result from the increased pub1 Ic aware- 
ness and support fran the CDOW in implementing the aquatDc and rlparlan habitat lmprove- 

merits associated with the Dolores and San Miguel rivers. Some short-term impacts wii I 
occur on aquatic and riparian habitat due to constructing recreation facilities in the 

Dolores River area. in additlon, there may be some adverse impacts due to increased 

f ishennan use. 

Sane adverse impacts are expected as a result of increased public use in the wiider- 

ness areas but are currently unquantifiable. Wilderness designation would also affect 

constructing aquatic and riparian habitat improvements, as no mechanical equipment would 

be allowed in these areas. WonImpaIring types of habitat Improvements may still occur; 
therefore, these adverse impacts are expected to be minimal. 

in speclf ic areas such as Cry Creek, there may be continued degradation of riparian 

habitat quality due to grazing resulting in signlflcant impacts to water quality, erosion, 

and sed imentat ion. 

Due to road construction and timber sale layout in the forestry resource, short-term 

impacts will occur to water and habitat quality. However o these impacts should be inslg- 
nificant in the iorg term since they will be mitKgated on a case-by-case basis through 

coordinated activity piannlng. 

it Is expected that erosion and salinity management practices will result in overai i 

long-term positive impacts to the aquatic and rlparian habitat resource, 

Summary 

Positive impacts to 250 mlies of aquatic and riparlan habitat wil B be real lzed from 

livestock grazing, wildlife, recreation, and solls, and water activities, 

Livestock Grazing 

Under this alternative, an initial reduction of 29,062 AUMs is proposed in livestock 
grazing, which would result in a decrease of 45 percent of the current active preference 

(see Glossary). These initial adjustments are necessary to help achieve the management 
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act Ions developed for each al lotnrent In the rcI*l Category (see Append lx Ylne-0 In the waft 

RMP). Appendix Nine-E dlsplays the reccmmended change In AUMs for al I allotments (see 

&aft HP). 

In the long term, a reducflon of 21,072 AUMs frcm cvrent act lve preference Is 

proposed, depending largely on Implementing grazing systems, Instal llng range Improve- 

ments, and completing land treatments proposed under thls alternatlve. Table 3-2 

summarizes the short- and Iorg-term changes proposed In current active preference. 

Th
term. 

age actua

Thls non

native. 

to how 

decreases 

f Ive-year 

operators 

Wi

Wild ho

incorporate 

Summary 

Th

nonuse 
I lvestock 

Ex

mitigate 
Table 3-2. Changes In Grarlng Use Under the Resource 

Conservat Ion Al ternat Ive. 

--- -----1- 
Change In use 

Grazlng use Total AUMs AUMs % 

Current act Iv0 preference 64,232 
lnltlal adjustment 35,170 -29,062 45 
Long-term adjustment 43,160 -21,072 -33 

---- 

Source: BLM Data 1984 
ls alternative would have Impacts to llvestock grazfng In both the short and long 
When nonuse Is taken Into account for 1980 through 1982, the reductions from aver- 
l use amount to 15,181 AUMs In the short term and 7,191 AUMs In the long term. 

use would be a portlon of the InItIal downward adjustment proposed In this alter- 

The short- and long-term Impacts to each lfvestock operation would vary according 

grazing use In the allotment fits Into the yearlong ranch operation. Increases or 

of more than 15 percent of current authorlzed use would be phased In over a 

per lod. Even with the phase-In perfod consldered, thls alternatIve would force 

to either secure alternative pasture or forage and(or) to reduce herd slze. 

lderness designation would not have any slgnlflcant Impacts to livestock grazing. 

rse use could have adverse Impacts as far as meeting AMP objedlves (BLM needs to 

adequate rest schedules and facil itles). 

e short- and long-term Impacts to I lvestock management are partly ml-f lgated by the 

that has typlcal ly occurred; however, there wou I d be a s Ign If icant monetary loss to 

operators due to lowered I lvestock productlon In both the short and long term. 

cept for phaslng In AUM reductions over a f Ive-year period, llttle can be done to 

the adverse impacts this would have on livestock operators. 
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Wild Horses 

Under thls alternative, 75 head In Spring Creek and 50 head In Naturlta Ridge would 

be managed. Due to forage conpetltion, llvestock grazing would be reduced or dlscon- 

tlnued. Blg game use of the areas would continue but would not be slgnlflcant In the 

short or long term. 

The sex ratio and age class structure would be monitored to malntaln a healthy viable 

breedlng population. If populatlons were allowed to increase, based on monltorlng of 

forage condition and trend, the utlllzatlon level would be llmlted to moderate (50% of 

current annual growth) and a healthy herd would be malntalned. 

Populatlon reductions by live trapping and dlstrlbutlon through the adoptlon program 

would cause mlnor, short-term dlsruptlons of normal wl Id horse hablts and behavlor. In 

the short term, the horses culled for adoptlon would be the least deslrable In conforma- 

tion, color, and other genetlc traits, but In the long term, the result would be 

genetlcal ly higher quality breeding populations and adoptable horses. 

Wilderness deslgnatlon could have potential long-term Impacts to the Sprlng Creek 

herd area by I Imltlng th8 management t8Chn lqu8S and facl l Ities In the eastern portion of 

the area. Increased vlsltor use could have adverse Impacts to wlld horses, but In the 

long ten cculd be mltlgated through wilderness management plans. 

Watershed treatments projected In the Spring Cre8k area would have posltlve short- 

and long-term Impacts on the wlld horses by lncreaslng vegetation densltles, productlvlty, 

and ava I I ab I8 forage. 

Summary 

In the short and long term, wlld hors8 populatlons would be malntalned at healthy, 

viable levels In both areas. Vegetation would be malntalned or Improved In the long term 
and woul d enhance w I I d hOrS8S. 

Forestry 

Vegetatlon treatments of forested land by range and wlldllfe would result In little 

or no Impacts to forestry. 

Areas with special recreation values will be withdrawn from timber and woodland pro- 

ductlon and Include Sllverton, th8 Dolores River, Lemon Dam and Val leclto Lake and Menefee 

and W8b8r mountalns. Wood fiber production loss as a result of these wlthdrawals Is 

apwoxlmately 300 thousand board feet (MBF) 8aCh year. When Iodclng at the total timber 

and woodland productlon for th8 reglon, a yearly loss of 300 MBF Is Inslgnlflcant. 

Although no harvestlng Is allowed In th8 WSA, th8 avallable forest land will remain 

l n the sustalned yl el d base unt II the area has been des tgnated as a WI I derness. If all 
areas were des lgnated w i I derness, thls would result In a wood f lber production loss of 176 

cords per year (88 MBF). Th I s Impact would af feet al I WSAs except the Dolores River 

Canyon and McKenna Peak WSAs. These losses are not s1gl.f lcant. 

Road and pad construdlon as a result of mlneral adlvltles can have benef lcial and 

adverse Impacts. n-18 loss of productlon and improved access are so minimal that the 

Impacts are not s lgnl f Icant. 
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Productlon loss as a result of protecting cultural resource sites is lnslgnlflcant. 

Land disposal actlons could reduce the BW comntarcial timber base by 1 percent and 

result In an lnslgnlflcant production loss of 5 MBF per year. The wood land base could be 
reduced by 10 percent with a production loss of 106 cords per yearp not s lgnif lcant 

Impacts. 

Placing conmerclal forest under Intensive management should result In future yields 

that are double the exlstlng unmanaged stand yields. Timber yield Increases associated 

with the smal I BLM timber base is Jnslgniflcant when campared ulth total timber production 

for this region. Placing the woodland species under management is signlflcant because, 

for the f lrst tlme, the woodland base Is recognized as a iegltlmate resource and wll I be 

managed for a sustalned yield of wood fiber, 

Summary 

Total forest product Ion I oss associated wlth exlstlng and proposed management act Ion 

could be 446 MBF per year (892 cords per year). When compared wlth the yearly demand of 

35 mll I Ion board feet (MMBF) expected and antlclpated t lmber produdlon by private, State, 

and other Federal agencies, thls loss Is Inslgnlflcant. Placlng the woodland base under 

management Is significant In the long term because lack of management could eventual iy 

result In the elimination of the woodland resource0 

Recreation 

Certaln I lvestock management practices could have some negative Impacts to pubi lc 

experiences In the Dolores River SRMA. Most impacts could be mi,t lgated through season-of- 

use adjustments and pract Ices In those areas managed for ‘their pr lmltlve and semipr Iml- 

tlve, nonmotorlred opportunities. 

Wlidllfe management would have posltlve impacts to recreation adlvlty and opportunl- 

ties by increased vlewlng, huntlng, and flshlng, In the long term, there would ba an 

Increase In these opportunities within wildlife management aTease The Introdudlon of 

blghorn sheep and river otters and aquatlc habltat Improvements In the Dolores SR4A wli I 

Increase recreation settlng and adlvlty opportunities, 

Wliderness reccmmendations would have both long-term posltlve and negative lmpactd to 

recreation and would eliminate hlsloricai nrotorlzed use withln al I WI iderness areas. 

These losses would not be significant. Oeslgnatlon would provide Increased opportunltles 

for primitive recreation In a variety of settings and ecotypes which are atyplcal of 

existing wilderness. implementing permit systems could adversely affect numbers of 

vlsltors or vlsltor preferences, 

Continuing existing mlnerai development restrlctions withln the Dolores SIMA would 

have long-term, positive Impacts to the recreation resources by msintainlng the settings 

most desired by the public. 

Cultural resources management could have long-term, negative Impacts to retreat Ion 

resources In some areas by Iimltlng hlstorlc motorized use In locations deslt-ed by the 

public. These restrictions wll I eliminate specific actlvlty and opportunity settings and 

wil I be dlff icuit to manage and enforce. 
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The disposal of the Indian Springs site would have short- and long-term posltive 

impacts to recreation. Unless the site Is disposed of or extensive management efforts are 

Inltlated, overuse during hunting seasons will destroy the site. There are posslbliltles 

of CDOW management coordinated with their Young property administration. 

Wlid horse management would have a long-term posl tive Impacts to recreation by 

Increasing opportunities for horse viewing and interpretation. 

The continuation of forest managemant restridlons within the Sl+lAs would have 

long-term positive Impacts to recreation resources. 

Soils and water improvements could have positive Impacts to recreation In the long 

term by positively affedlng user experiences through uater quality Improvements. 

Summary 

Protecting and enhancing recreation resources by management and development restr ic- 

tlons would have long-term, posltlve impacts to recreation and overal I would continue to 

provide the settings and opportulltles most desired by the public. Wilderness designation 

would have both posltlve and negative, long-tens impacts to recreation opportunities and 
settings. 

Cultural Resources 

(Note: Impacts to sites affected by each alternative are not cumulative. In many 

cases, the same site may be affected by several act Ions. The estimated numbers are based 
upon slte densltles projected from Class II and Class Ill survey data Isee Glossaryl. The 

Class I I survey data Indicated a strong rel lance on envlrormental variables, such as 

distance from water, solI type and depth, elevation, and slope.) 

General restrictive management for ail eight WSAs will have long-term positive 

impacts to a large number of cultural sites fapprox. 2,400 sites). These beneficial 

Impacts wlil be due prln~~rlly to reductions In vandallsm because of decreased access, 
which could be somewhat offset by Increases In foot snd horse travel due to increased 

visitor use. Senef lciai impacts wil I be especial ly slgnlf lcant in the Cahone, Cross, 

Squaw/Papoose and the Dolores River canyons and the Tabeguache Creek areas. Research and 
Interpretation wll I be more dlff lcult due to access restrlctions associated with the WSAs. 

Avoidance measures wil I be used on the 6,500 acres of vegetation treatments which 

wil I be malntalned. A possibil Ity exists for Inadvertent permanent damage to 400 archae- 

ologlc and historic sites. The extent of impacts wll I depend upon the adequacy of 
cultural resource Inventory and the nature of avoidance maasu-es. The method of treatment 
wll I vary how slgnl f lcant the impacts are (anywhere fran low to moderate). Close 

supervlslon wil I keep Impact levels low. 

Inadvertent Impacts may occur to approxlmataly 13 sites fran the nw vegetation 
treatment proposed (200 acres 1; however, close supervision and adequate inventory data 

WI I I keep Impact levels low. 

Decreases In ilvestock grazlrg wll l have slight posl-five effects to an unknown number 
of sites from reductions In trampling. AMPS wll I have posit Iva effects to cultural and 
hlstorlc sites fron planned livestock avoidance of hlgh slte denslhl areas. Some negative 
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Impacts may occur due to I lvestock concentrated In pastures. A strong inventory base and 

closely monltorlng Identlfled, sensltlve sites wll I reduce these effects. 

Net benefIclaI Impacts wil I result fran the educatlonal aspects and vlslbll lty of the 

Anasazl Heritage Center. Losses could occur If budget Ing ware low and funds xere taken 

away from on-the-ground resource protect Ion and use. 

Major long-term, positive Impacts WI I I result fron CAMP development and Increases In 

operating budgets for approximately I,200 sltes wlthln Mocklngblrd, Cannonbal I, Hami Iton, 
and Cow mesas, Dolores Cave, Lowry, Palnted Hand, and Domlnguez-Escalante rulns, Sand, 

Bul I, East Rock, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, Indian Henry’s Cabin, McLean Basln, Palnted 

Hand Petroglyphs, Hanging Flume, Lightning Tree Tower Group, and Tabeguache Pueblo areas. 
As a result of CRMPs and increases In funding for Implemantation, stablllzation VIII pre- 

vent structural deter iorat Ion , patrol wll I prevent damage from vandal I sm, and Inventory 

and mapplng wll I provlde for more efficient and effective protectlon and use of these 

slgnlflcant sltes and areas. 

Managlng 45,000 acres In the Sllverton SIWA will likely have long-term advantages for 

more than 50 hlstorlc and archaeologic sites. Cooperative CRMPs should be developed to 

channel vlsltors and provide for slte protectlon and vlsl~for safety. No sign If Icant 

Impacts are expected from SWA management for the SII verton area. Road closures wll I have 

more significant, posttlve effects on site protectlon. CRV planning In this area wll I 

likely have long-term benefits pertaining to vandalism reduction on approximately 40 

hlstorlc and archaeologic sites. 

Managlng for vlsltor use on the Dolores River SWIA wll I channel vlsll-ors away from 

fragile sltes to some degree, which will Ilkely have long-term posltlve impacts to approx- 

lrnately 40 archaeologic and hlstorlc sltes. Vlsltors WI I I be provided with an educatlonal 

experience here, related to the unique cultural values found along the Bolores Rlver 

corr Id or. Vandalism may be reduced by developing CWPs for sites attracting recreation 

users. 

Dlsposlng of 18,000 acres of public lands wll I have no s Ign I f lcant Impacts to archae- 

ologlc, sacred, or historic sltes. Class I II (lntenslve) lnventorles wll I be done on al I 

parcels ldentlfled, and, If slgnlflcant cultural values are found, these lands #III no 

longer be considered sul tab le for land exchanges or sales. 

ManagIng 78,000 acres to reduce eroslon and sediment yield wll I have net positive 

Impacts to 25 archaeologic and historic sites over the long term. Et-oslon control 

measures, which carId be slgnlflcant If they are targeted to cultural resources protec- 

tlon, may prevent loss of all or portlons of these sites. Addltlonal Inventory will be 

needed to ldentlfy program strategies and needs. There Is a lox I lkellhood that Inadver- 

tent damage to approxlwtely 360 archaeologic and hlstorlc sites may occur If adequate 
Inventories are not done and monltorlng levels are lowc 

Managlng 30,000 acres for sal In lly control may have permanent impacts to 1 I7 archae- 

ologlc and hlstorlc sltes. These would result from Inadvertent activity related to pro- 

ject lnstal lation and WI I I be greatly reduced by adequate lnventorles and closely super- 

vl s I ng construct Ion. However, most of the projects wll I be In low site denslty areas. 

Wlth 3,690 acres per decade of canmerclal and noncanmarclal forest product sales, 

there Is a moderate I I kel lhood that 40 s I tes WI I I suffer some form of permanent damage. 
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This wll I not be slgnlf icant If adequate inventory data are accumulated to provide for 

thelr avoidance (and possibly mitigation) and If close supervislon of the timber sales Is 

undertaken. Inadvertent impacts VII I I I kely occur In sane cases where increases in access 

wil I brlrg vandals to the sites. These impacts are not expected to be hlgh for the 

proposed acreages as they lie in low site denslty areas. 

A high probabiilty of permanent damage to approxlmateiy 2,700 sltes will continue 
fron public fuelwood sales (estimated at 1,000 cords/yr). Carnage to cultural values fran 

unsupervised, on-demand woodcuttlng is not quantlflable due to a lack of sufficient site- 

specl f Ic inventory data. Significant impacts are likely occurring due to the concentra- 

tion of the noncamercial activities In hlgh slte density areas (west of Cortez and 

Dlsappolnlment rldges). Many of the areas are not Inventor led due to low personnel 

levels. Stlpuiatlons are not monitored for canpllance, which greatly Increases the level 
of Impacts. 

ImprovIng aquatic areas wll I reduce eroslon, wh ich may have benef lclal effects on a 

low number of cultural values. Impacts from project instai latlon wll I be avoided. Some 

Inadvertent damage to a ion number of sltes may occur but wll I not be slgnlflcant If 

adequate Inventor les are done and construct Ion Is caref ui ly rnonl tored. 

Habltat Improvements via plowlng, burning, and seeding (with some oak crushing) on 

5,700 acres may have permanent effects on approximately 98 archaeologic and hlstorlc 

sl tes. These habltat Improvements are proposed in low site denslty areas, however, and 

al I suface-disturbing treatments WI I I be inventorled and impacts avolded or mitigated. 

With large land treatments, however , some Inadvertent damage may occur. These Impacts 
could be significant unless close project monitoring and an adequate Inventory is done. 

Contlnulng oil and gas and CO2 operations could have permanent effects on 14,000 

archaeologic and historic sltes. Slte-speciflc Impacts VIII ba avolded or mltlgated on a 

case-by-case basl s. 

However, slgnlflcant impacts to sites wil I continue to occur fran increases in access 

which brlngs about increases In vandalism, especially evident in high site denslty areas 

such as the Sacred Mountain area and parts of the Disappointment Val iey and the Paradox 

areas. New operatlons wlli Increase the current levels of Impacts. Mltlgatlng measures 

to limit Impacts to cultural sites due to Increased access have previously been employed, 

lncludlng road closures, locked gates, slgnlng, stlpulation of operator’s responslbllity 

for patrol, and fencing, measures that have general ly been lnef feet Ive. The locked gate 

on Mockingbird Mesa where CO2 development Is occurrlng has kept many vandals out. 

However, It had to be relnstal led three times with several new locks. Then a 24-hour 

gatekeeper was hired by the operator to control vehicle access and to prevent vandal lsm. 

Lack of vegetative and topographic barriers to vehicle use has made road closures 

difficult, especially on mass tops and In canyon bottoms. Uslng brush, fencing, and rock 
closures has been ineffectlve in al I but a very few cases where vertical slopes were 

Involved. Patrols by industry personnel were also generally lneffectlve because of 
I Iml ted project construct ion time, time of day, and seasonallly; In addltlon, these 

persons do not have a background and training In law enforcement. 

Mltigating measures to negate Impacts to cultural resources via reclamation are 

effect Ive in many cases only to reduce erosion. Methods used to mitigate impacts fran 

lntruslon to slte setting would Involve brush and tree planting to natval habitat density 
and have not been used because of cost and avaIlabIlIty. 
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Many of the above mltlgatlng maswes can and should continue where they can be 

effectively employed to llmlt Impacts to cultural resources. However, for the most 

slgnlflcant sltes and dlstrlcts discussed (see Appendix Four), ‘a no-surface occupancy 

lease stlpulatlon has been the proven method that wll I ensure protection of both 

lndlvldual sltes, areas, and habitats. 

Slte-speclflc lnventorles as a result of the high levels of energy development have 

had a posltlve effect on the data base for avallable cultural Informatlon In the San Juan 

Resource Area and have alded slgnlflcantly In managlng and protedlng 700 cultural sites. 

Much of the recent Anasazl culture research has cane about vla Inventorles and excavations 

sponsored by the oil and gas Industry. Their cooperation and concern In exceeding the 

legal rejulrenents for cultural resource protection have recently provlded an Invaluable 

amount of data. However, net Impacts are st I I I negat Ive due to the effects of vandal1 sm 

fran Increased access, which has been dlfflcult and costly to mltlgate. Vandal I sm at 

these sites has not been associated with Industry personnel, but the public uslng newly 

opened access Into areqs that were previously remote and Inaccesslble. 

In areas where slte densitles are hlgh, such as Mocklngblrd Mesa. slgnlflcant sltes 

have been completely avolded, due to Industry’s concern and Intense monltorlng by field 

personnel. Thls Is an excel lent example of how cultural values can coexist with energy 

development In many areas. Access and vandal I sm can be control led and would I lmlt the 

conf I Ict between energy development and the protect Ion of cultural sites. 

Maneglng 19,800 acres of DOE lease tracts may have permanent low levels of impacts to 

approxlrnately 450 archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Site-speclf Ic avoidance measures wll I 
protect sl tes fran direct Impacts on a case-by-case basis. inadvertent damage may occur 

due to low levels of monitoring and Inventory personnel. 

impacts to the setttng of unique cultural values wlii occur where geographlcal iy 

conflned areas previously unspoiled by Intrusions are opened to mlnerai deveiapment. 

These Impacts are slgnlflcant, because only a handful of such areas remain unscathed. 

Hard rock mlnlng operations under 3809 regulations (currently 4,500 acres) may have 

permanent effects on approximately 175 archaeologic and historic sltes. Due to low levels 

of monitoring, Inadvertent damage to sltes In the Disappointment Valley and Paradox areas 

Is occurring. Direct Impacts are being avoided In most cases, but some sites are damaged 

due to lack of Inventory because of low personnel levels. Damage to SI I verton area sl tes 

Is unknown but Is likely to be low. 

The 880 acres of sand and gravel operations wh Ich WI I I be managed under this alterna- 

tlve may have permanent Impacts to approximately 20 archaeologic and historic sites. 
These s ltes may be Inadvertent1 y damaged due to gravel operations. wh Ich WI I I Increase 

site vlslbl Ilty. Vandallsm may occur In hlgh site denslty areas; however0 impacts will be 
I essened by Increased supervl slon and man Itorlng al I operations. 

Managlng 32,000 additlonai acres of coal leases In the Hay Gulch/Cherry Creek area 

wli I have low levels of permanent Impacts to approximately 100 historic and archaeologic 

sites. Thls development Is predcmlnantiy In a low slte density areas Because of the 

underground mlnlng techn lques employed, the low slte dens1 ty, and avoidance and data 

recwery methods, significant Impacts are not expected. Some damage may occur from subsl- 

dence but thls can be considered durlng Inventory and evaluation stages; measures can be 
taken to reduce the chances of Impacts. 
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Summary 

The Resource Conservation Aiternat tve contains the most benef Icl al impacts to 

cultural resources, which is due to decreases in access due to wilderness and Intensive 

retreat ion management. Over t Ime, devel oplng CRMPs WI I I enhance a large number of 

sign 1 f lcant sl tes. Project developments wll I include cultural resources protection in 

their plannlng and development stages, which wil I provide more protection for important 

s 1 tes. Mlneral operations wll I have detrimental effects to cultural values frcm inadver- 

tent damage where this development occurs in high site density areas. In format ion 

gathered from project inventories wll I enable better management of al 1 cultural resources. 

Increases in adverse Impacts to cultural resources fran II legal collection and 

excavation are linked to Increases in vehicle access into an area. This can occur when an 

action requl res a temporary or permanent access road and 1s directly proportional to site 

density and size. The association between access and vandalism is documented by Rl.MUs 

Colorado Cultural Resource Series publication k&o. 11 (ELM 1981). 

Visual Resources 

Approximately 50 percent of the Important landscapes are not identlfled In the 

Resource Conservation Alternative for special visual management, VRM Class I or II. This 

could result in constructlon project design with visual contrast leveis in excess of what 

would be required to malntaln the scenic quality (see Appe,ndlx Two in the Draft F@4P for 

detai Is). 

Al I other areas of scenery with important landscapes would receive VFN Class I or I I 

management, wh Ich would tend to ma Intain VI sual resources over approximately 50 percent of 

the plann I ng area. 

Wilderness 

Nonmotorized recreation users would have increased opportunities for solitude and 

pr lmltive recreation. 

The reintroduction of bighorn sheep and river otters In the Golores River Canyon WSA 

would enhance wi I derness values. Wild horses would be protected in a natural environment 

in the McKenna Peak WSA. Wild horse vlewing would be a supplemental value to users. 

Withdrawing the WSAs frcm future mining and mineral leaslng would protect and 
preserve thelr wilderness values for future generatlons. All of the WSAs have mlneral 

values which have valid exlstlng rights associated with their pre-FLPMA mlnlng claims or 

leases. The wilderness values could be slg~lficantly affected by their development and 

subsequent svface disturbance as a result of these rights. Al I WSAs have these rlghts; 

however, the highest potential for development appears to be in C&hone, Cross, and Squaw/ 

Papoose canyons. These valid existing mineral rights would make future management 

difficult. The development of the valid existing r lghts would cause Irreversible and 
irretrievable losses of the WI lderness resources. 

Dlspcslng of public land and ROWS would not be al lowed and would enhance the natural 

values found in the WSAs. 
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Wilderness values In Tabeguache Creek and Cahone, Cross, and Squaw/Papoose canyons 

(WSAs) would be enhanced by closing cherrystemmed roads rind ways to motorized use. 

Diversity within the NWFS would be enhanced (see the Ecolcglcal Representation Sub- 

alternative for detai Is). The ecological systems of Dolores River Canyon, McKenna Peak, 

Cross Canyon, and Weber Mountain WSAs are not presently wel I represented in the NWPS. 

All eight of the WSAs are manageable as far as the effects of topography, vegetation, 

and other land use will limit future conflicts. The foremost manageability question is 

the conflict of the mineral values present in the WSAs. 

Due to possible development of minerals and pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases (within 

KGS), managing Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons (WSAs) as wilderness would be con- 

sidered doubtful. Possible development of minerals and pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases (not 

In the KGS) in Weber Mountain WSA would cause future management problems but to a lesser 

degree than In Cross, Cahone and Squaw/Papoose canyons (WSAs). Weber Mountaln only has 

four pre-FLF’MA leases and topography I imlts the development of these leases. Dolores 

River Canyon WSA Is deemed manageable as wilderness due primarily to its extreme topo- 

graphic I Imitations. Tabeguache Creek, Menefee Mountaln, and McKenna Peak WSAs would be 

manageable as wilderness since mining claims are mlnimal and no pre-FLPMA oil and gas 

leases exist. 

The Bureau of Reclamation will address the impacts to the wilderness values within 

the Dolores Rlver Canyon area and to water quality and quantl-fy in their forthccming 

Supplemental EIS on the Paradox Valley Unit, Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Ulit 

(see Chapter Two for description). 

Summary 

The protectlon of wilderness values would general ly enhance natural values associated 
with the WSAs. Diversity in the NWPS would be expanded and supplemental values would be 
protected or enhanced. Pre-FLPMA mineral rights could be developed and cause irreversible 

and irretrievabie losses of the wilderness resources. 

Lands 

Designating the eight WSAs as wilderness would result In decreased opportunities for 

ROWS and authorizations on public land. Particularly in Squaw/Papoose, Cross, and Cahone 

canyons, a combination of sfgnlf icant energy development (CO2 and oil and gas from the 

McElmo Dane) and topographic limitations (steep canyons) dictate a high demand for.energy- 

related ROWS. However, formally designating wilderness areas would preclude any roads, 

pipelines, or powerlines frcm being constructed wlth the exception of ROWS associated with 

pre-FLPMA mineral rights. Instead, such facilities would need to be located outslde of 

wilderness areas--this means rerouting around the wilderness areas, often entirely avoid- 
ing the public lands. Such rerouting is a feasible alternative In most cases, but it does 

cost more for the applicant (typical ly, the energy development ccmpany), and such costs 

are passed on to the consumer. Economic impacts cannot be quantl fled except on a case- 
by-case basis but are expected to be significant. 

Consolidating public lands through disposing of small, isolated parcels of public 

land that are dif f icuit and uneconomical to manage wil I improve the efficiency of land use 

authorizations by BLM. Under this alternative, 1.8 percent of the public land would be 

disposed of andtot-) consol idated. 
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Fire 

Addltlonal wlldflre llmlted suppresslon areas wfll be ldentlfled and managed In a 

slmllar manner as the present Paradox Llmlted Suppresslon Plan Is being managed. Llmtted 

suppresslon usually results In addltlonal acres being burned and m3re usable Ifvestock 

forage and wfldllfe hab!tat. Flre protectlon and suppresslon costs should decrease wlthln 

I lmlted supp-esslon areas. 

Increased flre suppresslon costs could occur where vegetatlon treatments change 

vegetation types fran brush to grass resulting In more flash fuels and a greater spread 

rate for flres. 

No slgnlflcant impacts from wilderness deslgnatlon would occur to the ffre program 

due to lcu fire occurrence and sparse fuels. 

01spos~ng of Isolated parcels of public land would reduce flre protectlon and 

suppresslon program costs. Isolated parcels require mre efforts In fire lnltlal attacks 

because doubts usual ly exlst about ownershlp. But flres need to be suppressed to protect 

surround1 ng prtvate lands. 

Increased flre protection and suppresslon cost can be assocfated wlth most forestry 

practices due to changes In fire spread rates and creation of slash. 

Economl cs 

The Resource Conservatfon Alternatlve projects BLM lnvestments of $1.9 mll lion over a 

ten-year perlod with emphasls on stabllfrlng range condltlon, flshery Improvement, and 

recreation access by an Increased number of tourlsts. This I eve1 of Investment and 

emphasls would result fn annual gains of approximately $9 mll llon In 1994 and $10 mll lion 
In 2000 In Increased total personal lncone w1thTn the planning area. 

Under thls alternatlve, the Ilvestock grazfng program Is expected to spend approxl- 

mately $780,000 for range and wlldllfe habltat Improvements and $650,000 for solls and 

water Improvements. Resulting Improvements In wlldllfe habltat should sustain current 

levels of hunting revenue. Aqwtlc habltat Improvement expenditures of approximately 

$473,000 may be expected to raise flshlng revenue In the plannlng area. 

Management emphasf s on retreat Ion opportun 1 tles, wl I derness values, and access to 

archaeologic resources should Increase annual torslst expenditures by 57.5 mll llon by 

1994. The value of 011 and gas productlon 1s expected to remain stable at approxlmately 

56.7 mll I Ion annual ly due to decreased management emphasl s. 

Table 3-3 canpares the economic effects of the Resource Conservatlon Alternatlve to 

the basellne projectlons for 1994 and 2000. It II lustrates expected changes In popula- 

tlon, employment, per capita Income, and total personal lnccme brought about by projected 

levels of huntlng, grazing, flshlng, tourlsm, and 011 and gas actlvltles. 

BLM management of public land 1s shown fn Table 3-3 to cause less than a one percent 
change in any economic lndlcator when vlewfng the total planning area. No slgnlf lcant 

impacts are projected wlthln any econonlc sector of the lndlvldual cantles wlthln the 

planning area. However, a 400- to 500-person increase In populatlon Is projected to occur 
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in Montezuma and La Plats counties due to increased levels of tourism by 1994. Social 

consecfuences are expected to be inconsequential given the mlnimal extent of economic 

changes. 
Table 3-3. Economic Impacts of the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Per capita Total personal 

lncane inccme (1983 Incone - (thousands 
sources Population Emp I oyment dollars) of 1983 dollars) 

1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Hunting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grazing 4 4 1 1 0 0 9 10 

Fishing 4 3 104 107 -5 -5 1,715 1,883 

Tour i sm 857 756 394 407 -11 -12 7,672 8,317 

011 8 Gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtota I 

Base1 i ne 

Total 

Percent 

Change 

865 763 499 515 -16 -17 9,396 10,210 

107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

108,778 122,531 53,677 60,172 10,323 10,228 1,125,140 1,257,748 

0.8 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.8 

Note: See Append Ix 8 for methodology . 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
Summary 

The Resource Conservat Ion Alternative projects BLM investments of $1.9 mi 1 I ion with 

management emphasis on stablllzing range condition, wildlife habitat and fishery improve- 

ments, and recreation access by an Increased number of tourists. A 400- to 500~person 

increase In population is projected in Montezuma and La Plats counties due to increased 

levels of tourism. No significant impacts are projected within any economic sector within 

the planning area. 
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NO GRAZI NG SUBALTERNAT I VE--I NTROOUCT I ON 

It Is expected that the No Grazing Subalternat ive would take a minimum of ten years 

to fully implement because of the extensive private fencing involved. 

Soils and Water 

Beneficial impacts to soils and water are expected. As more vegetation 1s 

established and plant vigor and cover increases, soil profiles will retain higher moisture 

holding capacities and nutrients as a resuit’of additional deposits of organic matter. 

Soil productivity structure and permeablitty would Improve and a reduction in on-site 

eras ton rates would occur over the long term. 

Favorable impacts to hydrologic processes affecting water quality and quantity would 

also be expected In the planning area. Recipitation would be detalned longer by improved 

plant co/er and inflltratlon rates may slowly increase over the long term. Overland flow 

velocities and qualities would be reduced as would storm runoff volumes during peak 

discharge. Stream course channel stab11 lty would imprave as scour and bank erosion are 

decreased in frequency and magnitude. Most Importantly, sediment discharges should 

decrease with Increased vegetation cover and corresponding so11 development. 

Vegetation 

In the long term, eilminatlng livestock grazing could be expected to increase the 

overall rate that the rangeland approaches ecological site potentials over that of any 

other al ternatlve. Over the next 20 years, It is expected that approximately 220,000 

acres in poor and fair condition could change to good and excellent condltlon through 

eliminating livestock grazing. 

On a number of grazing al iotments, overstocking, continuous spring use and a vigorous 

fire control program have left the rangeiand in poor condition. Soma of these areas (for 

example, pinyon-juniper and sagebrush sites) wii I require some type of land treatment 

before site potential and productivity can be restored wlthln a reasonable time period. 

However, the remaining 40 percent of the rangelands in the planning area would be expected 

to respond faster. 

Increases of mulch or dead plant materials are expected to show a dramatic, though 
unquantlf lable, increase due to lIvestock’s lack of consumption. This increased plant 

material could significantly increase the incidence and lntenslty of range fires. 

WI Id Horses 

Wild horses wouid benefit In the short and long term due to an Increased quality and 
quantity of vegetation available for use. 

Wildlife (Terrestrial, Aquatic and Riparian) 

Eliminating livestock grazing would affect wildlife by: (1) potential short term 

changes In forage avai labi iity, and (2) short- and long-term habitat changes resulting 

fran plant successional trends being removed fran effects of livestock grazing. 

3-23 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES--NO GRAZING SUBALTERNATIVE 

In the short term, ungulates may benefit from Increased forage availability. 

Long-term changes would be expected in the vegetatlon structure and plant diversity of the 

various wlldllfe habltat, which should result In nore stable, healthy herds. Overal I 

habl tat condl tlons on nonwlnter ranges and 50 percent of winter range habl tat could be 

expected to improve, assuming stable numbers of wlldlife. 

Potentlally slwlficant adverse Impacts may occur to big game populations, because 

approximately 2,000 miles of fences nil I be instal led. Unregulated fencing (not to BLkl 

specifications) could lnhiblt mlgratlon and passage of several big game species. 

El lmlnatlng I ivestock grazing could have benef lclal impacts to nesting birds and 

adverse Impacts to smal I mammals due to vegetatlonal changes. 

Aquatic and rlparlan habltat would be expected to Improve substantial ly wlthln 10 to 

15 years after Ilvestock are removed. Improved riparian vegetatton 

1 ncreased streambank stab1 I lty and reduced strew slltatlon are al I 

Water quality would also improve, provldlng direct benefits to fish 

that depend on these critical perennial and intermittent streams. 

Threatened and Endangered Plant and Animal Species 

cover and dlverslty, 

expected benef 1 ts. 

and al I other wldllfe 

The Impacts of renov!ng Ilvestock from public range to threatened and endangered 

plant or anlmal species are unknown. Not enough Inform&Ion Is available concerning the 

population biology of these species. The Federal ly listed plants in the planning area 

presently exist In both grazed and ungrazed areas. 

Cultural Resources 

No slgnlflcant Impacts from removing livestock would be expected. The absence of 

I lvestock movement may positively affect cultural resources by decreasing site eroslon, 
rubbl ng and art1 fact breakage. Any fencing on Federal lands would be subject to 

envlrormental assessment and impact mltlgatlon. 

Forestry 

Twenty-four thousand acres of woodland formerly malntained In treatments for 

I ivestock would. be available for intensfve wood land management. 

Recreation 

Over the long term, It Is expected that thts alternative could result in some 
Increases In big game hunter and view1 ng recreatlonal days. 

Visual Resources 

Adverse Impacts to visual resources may result as extenslve fenctng is completed to 
exclude I lvestock from publ Ic lands. 
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Wilderness -- 

Wilderness values (I.e., solitude, naturalness, etc.) could be enhanced with overal I 

posItIve Impacts due to ranovlng most of man’s Influences (ioe., fencing, range Improve- 

ments, etc.) associated with llvestock grazlng. 

Economl cs 

The San Juan/San Miguel plannlng area has 176 BLM grazing permits, with a total of 

64,232 AU& acccunttng for 3.7 percent of al I AUMs. Estlmates are that 65 percent of BLM 

permlttees depend on public lands for 10 percent or less of PheIr forage needs, while 20 

percent depend on these lands for 25 percent to 50 percent of their needs. Additional ly, 

15 percent depend on BLM for mre than 50 percent of thelr forage needs. (BLM Estlmates 

1984 and Colorado Department of Agriculture 1982). I 

For most permlt holders, BLM forage, though IImIted, Is used during those CrItIcal 

times of the year when no other forage Is avallable, such as In the spring when USFS lands 

In the hlgh country are not yet open. The stock must be moved out of the pr Ivately owned 

val ley bottoms so that hay crops can be started. 

The loss of crltlcal, seasonal pasture could have devastatlng effects to the econcnnlc 

stab1 I lty of many ranches. If a No Grazlng Subalternatlve were Implemented, as many as 25 

percent of the permlt holders would have to drast lcal ly cut operat Ions or could even be 

forced out of buslness. Many of the ranches that would go out of buslness may be pur- 

chased and consolidated wlth exlstlng corporate ranches, potentially recovering some of 

the expected revenue loss. However, a substantlal portlon of the total ranch revenue In 

the plannlng area would be lost over the long term (5 years after termlnatlng the grazlng 
permits/leases). Those permI ttees dependfng on BLM lands for 25 percent of their forage 

needs are large operators, uslng mDre than 70 percent of BLM grazing lands wlthln the 
plannlng area. 

For generatlons, the polltlcal and social life of southwest Color&o has been 

orlented strongly to a ranching way of Ilfe, and the ranching ethos has long been a 

danlnant polltlcal and social Influence In this Isolated hlgh country. Famllles llvlng on 

ranches are wel I Integrated Into the fabric of the area. The loss of such a h Igh propor- 

tIon of ranchers would thus cause drastic social changes, dlsruptlng mDst of the famll lar 

social networks and brlnglng chaot Ic change to the st I I l-strong tradlt Ional value system. 

it Is dtfffcult to lmaglne another a&Ion BLM could take that would be as unpopular 

or as likely to affect the local social system as dramatlcal ly or negatively as would 
wlthdrawlng grazing permits. 

ECOLOGICAL REPRESENTATION SUBALTERNATIVE--INTRODUCTION 

The EcologIcal Representation Subalternatlve was developed pr lmarlly to study and 

analyze the need and potential of the WSAs to contrfbute to expanding the dlverslty of the 

NWPS. In this alternatIve, Cross Canyon, Dolores Rlver Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Weber 

Mountain WSAs would be recommended sultable for wllderness deslgnatlon, usfng the 

WII derness ManqeabIl Ity AlternatIve boundarIes as described In the WI lderness Technlcal 

Supplement. Cahone Canyon, Menefee Mountain, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek 
WSAs wou I d be reconmended nonsul tab le for WI I derness deslgnatlon; the proposed management 
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of these areas Is described under the Preferred Alternatlve in the WI lderness Technical 

Supplement. 

The following resources have no slgnlflcant impacts or are previously discussed in 

the Resource Conservation Alternative--l lvestock grazing, forestry, vlsual resources, 

fire, and econonlcs. 

Energy and Minerals 

Designating the four WSAs as wilderness would have the following Impacts to mineral 

resources (see Table 3-l for potential resources wlthln the WSAs): 

(I) Wlthdrawlng potential coal resources within Weber Mountain WSA would result In a 

loss of approxlmatel y 33’ml I I ion tons, which represents approxlmat?ly 6 percent of the 

total estimated reserves In the Durango KRCRA (from Mesa Verde N&ional Park to Hesperus). 

Impacts would be for the IOIXJ term. 

(2) Wlthdrawing oil and gas leaslng In the four WSAs would result In a possible loss 

of 2.4 million barrels of oil, 5.6 billion cubic feet of gas, and sonm potential unknown 

losses of C02. Pre-FLF’MA oil and gas leases In Cross Canyon and Weber Mountain WSAs 

would be developed during the term of this plan and would result in some of the reserves 

being produced and not lost due to Congressional WI thdrawal. Approximately 70 percent of 

Cross Canyon and 36 percent of Weber Mountaln WSAs are covered by pre-FLPMA leases. It Is 

assumed that a similar proportlon of the all and gas reserves would be recovered If 

development of the leases occurred (see Resource Conservation Alternative for details). 

No reserves have been included for McKenna Peak WSA because it was determined that low 

potential exlsts for these resources (oil and gas and CO2). Impacts would be for the 

long term. 

(3) Wlthdrawing fran future mineral entry by wilderness deslgnatlon would greatly 
affect mineral development In the Cross Canyon and Ihlores River Canyon WSAs, as CroSS 

Canyon WSA has a hlgh favorability for occurrence of uranium and vanadium mlnerallzatlon 

and Dolores Rlver Canyon WSA has a high favorablilty for occvrence of base and precious 

metals, as well as uranium and vanadium in the Chlnle Formation. The greatest I erg-term 

Impacts would be from designating the Cross Canyon WSA as wllderness. Exploration 

dril llng by Western Nuclear, Inc., has Indicated that a uranlum ore body possibly extends 

Into this WSA. 

(4) Deslgnatlng these four WSAs as wilderness could preclude developing the leasable 

and locatable mlnerals, with the exceptlon of pre-FLPMA leases or pre-FLPMA claims with a 

val Id dl scovery. 

Nondeslgnatlng the other four WSAs (Menefee Mountaln, Cahone and Squaw/Papoose 

canyons, and Tabeguache Creek) as WI lderness (see the Proposed Plan dlscusslon) wll I have 

the followlng Impacts to the mlneral resources: 

(I) No leasing of coal resources withln Msnefee Mountaln WSA would result in a loss 

of approximately 62 mllllon tons not available for leasing In the immedlate future, uhlch 

represents approximately 6.5 percent of the total estimated reserves In the Durango KRCRA. 

Impacts would be for the long term. 
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(2) No-surface occupancy leasing for oil and gas in the four WSAs would result in a 

possible loss of oil, gas, and CO2 reserves. Some of this loss could be mitigated by 

wel I spacing and future technology methods for dlrectlonal dril llng outside of the WSAs. 

No reserves have been Included because it would be Impossible to estimate losses for these 

resources (oil and gas and 02) If future technology would allow their development. 

Impacts would be for the long term. 

(3) Al I four WSAs would remaln open to mineral entry, which would benef lclal ly af feet 

minerals availability In Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA, which has high favorability for 

occurrence of uranium and vanadlum mineralization. Pre-FLPMA leases could stil I be 

developed for two of the WSAs (Cahone and Squaw/Papoose canyons). A moderate to high 

probabll it-y exlsts that development wi I I occur during the term of the plan in these two 

WSAs. Tabeguache Creek and Menefee Mountaln WSAs have no pre-FLPMA leases. Tabeguache 

Creek WSA would be designated as an Outstanding Natural Area. 

Summary 

For those four WSAs reconmended sultable for wilderness designation, adverse impacts 

to minerals are the future withdrawals fran mineral entry and mineral leasing of oil and 

gas and CO2 and coal, with the exceptlon of pre-FLPMA leases and pre-FLPMA mining claims 

with a val id dl scovery. Al I impacts would be for the long term. 

For those four WSAs reccmmended nonsultable for wllderness designation, slgnif Icant, 

adverse Impacts (al I for the long term) to minerals are no mlneral leaslng of oil and gas, 

CO2 and coal, with the except Ion of pre-FLPMA leases. These areas WI I I rema In open to 

mineral entry, a beneflclal impact. 

Vegetation 

Wilderness designation of the four WSAs would have long-ten, posltlve Impacts to 

vegatation, as It would afford some protection from Impacts associated wlth mineral 

devel cpment. Some negative impacts to vegetation could occur within the four WSAs recon- 

mended as nonsultable for wilderness deslgnatlon, since these areas would remaln open to 

mineral entry and possible mineral development. 

Soils and Water 

Wilderness designation of the four WSAs would have long-term, posftlve impacts to 

soils and water; this would afford some protection from impacts associated with mineral 

development. Some negative Impacts to soils and water could occur within the four WSAs 

recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation, since these areas would remain open 
to mlr,,rat entry and possible mineral development. 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

Wilderness designation of the four WSAs would have long-term positlve impacts to 

undeveloped wlldllfe habltat. Nonwilderness desiqation of four WSAs could result In road 
development and habitat loss associated with locatable mining activities. 
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Aquatlc Wildlife 

Wilderness designation of Cross Canyon WSA could adversely affect constructing 

aquatic and r iparian habitat improvements as no mechanized or mechanical equipment would 

be al lowed. Won impairing types of habitat improvements could st I I I occur; thus, these 

impacts would be minimal. OtherwIse, no significant impacts would occur. 

Wlld Horses 

Wilderness deslgnatlon of McKenna Peak WSA could have potential, long-telm impacts to 

the Spring Creek herd by llmlting the management techniques and facilities in the eastern 

port ion of the w i I d horse area. There are no wild horses in the other seven WSAs; thus, 

there would be no impacts. 

Recreation 

Wilderness designatlon of the four WSAs would have both positive and negative impacts 

to recreation. Designation would provide significantly increased opportunities for 

primitive types of recreation in a variety of settings and ecotypes which are atypical of 

ex1 sting wi I derness. Some motorized recreation use would ba foregone, but th I s would not 

be signlf icant. 

Nonwilderness designation of four WSAs could adversely af feet the primitive recrea- 

tion experience as a result of road development and landscape alteration associated with 

locatable mining activities. Some motorized recreation use would be foregone, but this 

wou Id not be sign if Icant. 

Lands 

Impacts to lands associated with wilderness designation for four WSAs would be 
essentially the same as those described under the Resource Conservation Alternative, but 

to a lesser degree. There would be no sign if icant impacts to the WSAs reconmended 

nonsuItable for wilderness designation. 

Cultural Resources 

WI lderness designation of four WSAs would have long-term, positive impacts to 

cultural resources due prlmarliy to reductions in vandalism because of decreased vehicle 

access. Beneficial impacts w1lI be especially slgnlficant In Cross Canyon and Dolores 

River Canyon WSAs. 

Wonwi I derness designatlon of four WSAs, because they would tm clased to CRV use, 
would have positive Impacts to cultural resources. Beneficial impacts will be especial ly 
sign if icant for Cahone Canyon, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek WSAs. However, 
nondeslgnation of these WSAs could al low increased development activities through locat- 

able minerals; thus, Increased vehicle access could adversely affect cultural sites due to 

increased vanda I I sm. 
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Wilderness 

Wiiderness designation of the four WSAs (Cross Canyon, Dolores River Canyon, McKenna 

Peak, and Weber Mountain) would in the short term, and especially the long term, protect 

and preserve the wilderness values of these areas. In addition, they would add greatly to 

the diversity of the NWPS. Their contribution as wilderness resources are of local, 

regional, and national slyif icance. 

Cross Canyon WSA is associated with deep canyon topography in the pinyon-juniper 

woodland and Great Basin sagebrush of the Colorado Plate= Province. Currently, there are 

no designated wilderness areas which include a representation of the Q-eat Basin sage- 

brush. There are presently only two desfgnated wilderness areas in the NWPS (and both in 

Colorado) containing the pinyon-juniper vegetation type: Black Canyon of the Gunn lson and 

Mesa Verde Wilderness Areas, totaling less than 20,000 acres. Mesa Verde’s wilderness 

area is not open to pub1 lc use and the Black Canyon of the Gunn i son has I lmlted access due 

to nearly vertical canyon wal Is; accessible primarily to climbers and parachutists. 

Therefore, Cross Canyon WSA would be an extremely important addition to the NWPS by 

f II llng a current ecological void. Additional ly, Its supplemental values (Anasazl ruins 

and artifacts and aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat) would make this area, in 

conbination with its ecological conmunlty, a culturally significant and unique addition to 

the WI lderness system. There is no potential wilderness area within the Colorado Plateau 

Province which Includes the same conbination of ecological and supplemental values, with 

the except ion of Squaw/Papoose Canyon and Cahone Canyon WSAs. 

Dolores River Canyon WSA Is associated with steep-walled, deep canyon topography In 

the pinyon-juniper woodland and Great Basin sagebrush of the Colorado Plateau Province. 

Ecologically, as described above for Cross Canyon, this area would f Ill a present void in 

the NWPS. The supplemental values of the Dolores River Canyon WSA (cultural and historic 

features, geologic featwes, wildlife habitat, and sensitive plant species), in combina- 

tion with its ecological ccrnmunity, would present an Impressive and unique addition to 

the wi I derness system. There is no potentlal wilderness area currently under study that 

includes the same conbinatlon of ecological and supplemental values. 

McKenna Peak WSA Is an extremely rugged badlands-type topography in a transitional 

zone between the Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountain Forest provinces. It includes three 

primary vegetation types--saItbush-greasewood, mountain mahogany-oak scrub, and pinyon- 

juniper woodland. Presently, there is only one designated wiiderness area that contains a 

representatfon of the saltbush-greasewood vegetation type--Great Sand Dunes National 

Monument In Colorado, which contains approximately 18,000 acres within its wilderness 
area. Within the NWPS, only one area contains a representation of the mountain mahogany- 

oak scrub vegetation type; Lone Peak Wilderness In Utah, which contains approximately 

30,000 acr=s. Ecologically, McKenna Peak WSA would add greatly to the geographic dlstrl- 

butlon of vegetation types not presently well represented in the NWPS. The supplemental 

values of McKenna Peak WSA (containing a wild horse herd, fossils, geologic features, and 

winter wildlife habitat), in combination with Its ecological canmunity, would present a 

different and unique addition to the wilderness system. There is no potential wi I derness 

area currently under study that includes the same combination of ecological and supple- 

mental values. 

Weber Mountain WSA is associated with mountain topography In a transition zone 
between the Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountaln Forest provinces and includes two primary 

vegetation types--pi nyon-jun iper wood land and mountain mahogany-oak scrub. As described 
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abche for McKenna Peak WSA, mountain mahogany-oak scrub is not wel I represented either In 

acreage or geographically within the NWPS. The supplemental values of Webar Mountaln WSA 
(cultural features, winter wildlife habitat, and nearness to Mesa Verde National Park), In 

combination with its ecologlcal conmunlty, would present a unique natural environment to 

the NWPS. There Is no potential wi lderness area currently under study that includes the 

same combination of ecological and supplemental values, with the exception of Menefee 

Mounta in WSA. 

The impacts of lmprovlng the diversity of the NWPS by designating these four areas as 

wilderness would be benef Icial. 

Wllderness designation would benefit nonmotorized recreation users by increasing 

opportunities for solitude and primltive recreation and offering a dlfferent season-of-use 

than the high mountain wilderness areas of the San Juan Mountains In ‘southwestern 

Co I or-ad 0. 

With the exception of pre-FLPMA valid existing mlneral rights, prohibiting future 

mlning and mineral leasing would protect and preserve the wllderness values for future 

generat ions. 

Dlsposlng of public land and impairing ROWS would not be allowed and this would 

protect the values of the wl lderness resource. 

Al I four of the WSAs are manageable as wilderness as far as topography and vegatatlon 

resources. If the pre-FLPMA leases In Cross Canyon WSA are developed, manag Ing the area 

as wilderness would be difficult. The posslbi I I ty of development of pre-FLPMA leases in 

Weber Mountain WSA could cause future management problems but to a lesser degree than In 

Cross Canyon WSA due to topographic Iimttattons. The Dolores River Canyon WSA 1 s deemed 

manageable as wilderness due prtmarily to its extreme topographic IImItatIon. McKenna 

Peak WSA would be manageable as wilderness since mining claims and pre-FLPMA oil and gas 
leases are minimal. 

Nonwilderness deslgnatton of the four WSAs (Cahone Canyon, Menefee Mountain, 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek) would result In the loss of wilderness values 

for the long term. 

The ability of these areas to add to the present diversity of the NWPS would be 

foregone; however, it Is felt that by recanmendlng Cross Canyon, Dolores River Canyon, 
McKenna Peak, and Weber Mountain WSAs suitable as wt Iderness, plus reconmendlng Tabeguache 

Creek WSA as an Outstanding Natural Area (560 acres would be withdrawn fran mineral 

entry), those Impacts to ecological dtversity and supplemental values would be reduced. 

However, there would still be a long-term toss of ecological systems and supplemental 

values of these specl f ic areas. 

Harvesting forestry products would not be encouraged on the nonsul table WSAs; 
however, limited Impacts to wilderness values could occur due to removing wood products. 

Mineral development could occur in these four areas as they would remain open to 
mineral entry (with the except Ion of 560 acres of Tabeguache Creek Canyon WSA). If 
development occurred, there would be adverse Impacts to the wilderness resources, which 

would ba long-term, irreversible and irretrievable Impacts to the wilderness resources. 
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The WSAs recommended nonsultable would receive Vf%4 Class I I management protect ion 

during ROW construction, whfch does not preclude developfng ROWS which could adversely 

affect wilderness values. 

Summary 

For those WSAs recommended sultable for wilderness deslgnatfon (Cross Canyon, Dolores 

Rtver Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Weber Mountaln), there would be both short- and long-term 

beneflclal Impacts to the wilderness resource by preserving the natural values, outstand- 

trig opportun ItIes for solitude and prlmlttve recreatton , and expanding the dlverslty In 

the NWPS. 

For those WSAs recanmended nonsuitable for wrlderness desfgnatlon (Cahone Canyon, 

Menefee Mountafn, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek), there would be long-term, 

frreversfble and lrretrfevable Impacts to the wflderness values due prlmarlly to possible 

mlneral development andtot- ROW construction. Th I s would be consldered a permanent loss 

of a s lgntf fcant nature1 resource. 
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RESOLRCE UTI L IZATION ALTERNATIVE--INTRODUCTION 

This alternative emphasizes mineral exploration and development, livestock grazing 

use and land disposal, although multiple uses would continue, Resource vai ues 

contributing to local and regional econany would be favored. 

Energy and Minerals 

The impacts to wildlife, travel restrictions, and cultural impacts under this 

aiternat ive are s imi iar to the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

No-surface occupancy stlpuiations imposed on the Dolores River Canyon SRMA would 

result in 50,000 acres unavailabte for oil and gas exploration, development, and 

production (4% of planning area). The Dolores River Canyon is estimated as having 

potential gas resemes of 4.2 bi I lion cubic feet. Not al icwing exploration, development, 

and production would result In a potential loss of this resource and Impacts would be for 

the long term. 

Disposing of public lands (and reserving the minerals to the Federal government) will 

result in 33,000 additional acres of split estate management, adding approximately 11 

percent more split estate lands than currently exist. Impacts would be for the long term. 

Federal coal available for exploration and development would exist on 1,880 acres in 

the East Cortez KRCRA, 1,480 acres in the Nucla KRCRA, and 54,000 acres in the Durango 

KRCRA. Additional sand and gravel resources would be available on Ewing Mesa to help meet 

the demand In the Durango area. 

Summary 

The significant impact of this alternative is the no-surface occupancy designation of 

the Dolores River Canyon SFWA, which could result in a potential loss of 4.2 billion cubic 

feet of gas reserves. 

Vegetation 

The only signif icant short-term impacts to vegetation that would occur are projected 

increases in the vigor of preferred forage plants, where livestock reductions would result 

in lowered levels of utilization. 

Impacts to vegetation would be similar to those listed under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative, except with more intensive management a substantial number of 

sites would be converted from poor to fair condition and from fair to good condition 

(Fig. 3-2 projects expected changes in vegetation condition in the long ten). 

Proposed range improvements and treatments would be necessary to implement management 

act ions and would have posit ive impacts to vegetation. Many of these projected improve- 

ments would lead to improved livestock distribution and the production of better quality 

and quantity of forage. Additional forage may be produced as a result of timber and 

wood land harvesting. Proposed watershed improvement and wi Id Ii fe treatments would have 

long-term positive impacts to vegetation. Increased vegetation densities, productivity, 

and available forage will result fran the proposed treatments. 
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In the long term, removing horses from the two herd areas would benef lcial ly af feet 

vegetatlon densltles, reproduction, and productivity, causing an Increase in forage 

ava I table for I ivestock and big game use In both the short and long term. 

Summary 

In the long term, the overal I types and productlvl ty of forage species produced on 

public lands would Improve under thls alternative. Properly placing and deslgnlng 

Improvement projects could lessen some of the possibly adverse Impacts to vegetation. 

Solls and Water ---- 

Most Impacts to sol Is 

Conservation Alternatlve. 

and water are similar to those listed under the Resource 

Cpportun i ties for soi IS and water management in the WSAS would 

exist. Development potentlal resulting from nonwl lderness deslgnat Ion for WSAS could 

result In accelerated erosion and Impacts to rater quality such as higher sediment yields. 

Summary 

Implementing the Resource Utlllzatlon Alternative would result In decreases In 

eras Ion, sediment, and salinity yields and would provide protection for domestic and 

mun ICI pa I water sources. 
Resource 
Utilization 
Alternative 

Current Situation 

Figure 3-2. Long-term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Resource Utilization Alternative. 
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Terrestrial Wlldlife - 

Most impacts to terrestrial wlldllfe are similar to those llsted under the Resource 

Conservation Al ternatlve. Implementing AMPS and the wlldllfe program and removing wild 

horses would Improve range and habitat condltlon on 850,000 acres. Big game populations 

would Increase by 4,000 deer, 1,400 elk, 325 pronghorn antelope, and 500 blghorn sheep due 

to Improvements In forage production. 

As much as 27,450 acres would be treated under wild II fe program funding; 5,600 acres 
of thls would be new chainings that could cause significant impacts to nongame species. 

Approximately 2 miles of rlparlan habltat would be Improved with lnstream structures. 

Water development would improve 9,600 acres of habitat. 

Land exchanges or sales would ellmlnate 3 percent of existing wildlife habitat and 

12.75 miles of rlparlan habitat. Rlparlan habitat loss8s would be significant because of 
llmlted avallablllty of the habltat type and hlgh potentlal for Improvements on some 

tracts. Cruclai blg game winter range losses (on 1,560 acres) would be locally signlfl- 

cant and cumulative with coal development near Cortez and prlvate land development. Land 

disposal would reduce options for coal development mltlgatlon and would likely Increase 

ml t igat ion costs. Approximately 1,080 acres within big game mlgratlon routes between 

Durango and Bayfleld would be lost, adding to sign1 f lcant impacts to pr lvate land 

development and proposed sand and gravel mining. 

Coal leaslng in the East Cortez KRCRA In conjunctlon with private land development 

and publ lc land exchanges or safes could cause local ly slgnl f lcant reductions of deer and 

elk. 

Sand and gravel sales on Ewlng Mesa could have locally signlflcant Impacts to deer 

and elk vlnter habitat and migation routes. The development of private land and coal, 

sand, and gravel mining al I canpound these Impacts. 

Total deer and elk populatlon losses due to the minerals and lands program are 

estimated at 900 deer and 300 elk and would occur between Cortez, Dolores, Mancos, and 

east of Durango. 

Nondeslgnation of WSAs as wilderness would result In some long-term degradatlon of 

wlldllfe habitat due to access in presently undisturbed areas. The potentlal would exlst 

for conflicts between mining, ORVs and bighorn sheep. 

Terrestrlal wlldllfe habitat condltlons should Improve over the majority of the area 

due to more Intensive management of wildllfe habltat, I lvestock, and watershed areas. 
Habl tat improvement should Increase blg game herds. River otters, bald eagles, and pere- 

grine falcons should benefit from provlded protection. Coal mining near Cortez and land 

exchanges or sales could cause losses of locally Important big game and rlparian habitat. 

Aquatic and Rlparlan Wildlife 

Impacts due to range management activities WI I I be similar to those described under 

the Resource Conservat Ion Alternative. However, beneficlai impacts will be reallzed to a 
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greater degree due to the Increased number of AMPS to be implemented In thls alternative. 
Some continued deterloratlon of habltat quality Is expected to occur until AMPS are 

effectively Implemented. 

Wildllfe managenrent activities are expected to have significant, positive Impacts to 

at least 400 miles of aquatlc and rlparlan habltat and wil 1 generally Improve the quality 

of the fishery resource within the area. Additional inventories need to be conducted on 

unlnventoried streams. 

Impacts resulting frcm recreation and forestry management and soils and water 

activities will be similar In nature to those noted under the Resource Conservation 

Alternatlve. 

Depending on mine plans and locations, the potential exists for increased Impacts to 

aquatlc and rlparlan habitat In mineral development areas. A 1 though impacts are unq uant I - 

fiable at this time, they may be assessed after revlewlng operational plans for mining or 

activity plans for the resource on case-by-case bases. Many of these slgn If lcant impacts 

are expected to be mitigated under current regulations. 

Impacts In specific areas due to wild horse utllizatlon may be assessed only after 

activity plans are developed and monitoring studies have been Implemented. However, with 

reconmended herd removal under this alternative, no signlflcant impacts are anticipated to 

the aquatic and rlparian resources. 

Summary 

Llvestock grazing, wlldlife, recreation, and soils and water management actlvlties 

should al I have slgniflcant, long-term beneflclal impacts to 400 miles of aquatic and 

rlparlan habitat, once actlvlty plans are Implemented. 

Livestock Grazing - 

Under this alternative, an initla\ teductlon of 19,819 AUMs is proposed in llvestock 

grazing; changes would result in a decrease of 31 percent of the current active prefer- 

ence. These Initial adjustments are needed to he!p achieve the management actlons 

deve\cped for each allotment In the r*I1l Category (see Appendix Nine-D In the Draft F+lP). 
Appendix Nine-E displays the recanmended changes in AU% for al1 allotments (see Draft 

RMP). 

The short-term Impacts to livestock grazing are mitigated partial ly because during 

the 1980 through 1982 grazlng seasons, nonuse has amounted to 13,881 AUMS and would be a 

portion of the Inltlal downward adjustment proposed In this alternative. The impacts 
would therefore be somewhat mlt lgated since the net reduction from recent actual use would 

be approximately 5,938 AUMs. 

In the long term, 90,109 AU& would be made available for livestock use (or increase 

of 29 percent of current active preference). This projected increase of I lvestock forage 

Is dependent on Implementing grazing systems, instal I ing range improvements, and estab- 
I lshlng land treatments to increase forage product Ivlty, Improve dlstr I but ion patterns, 
and convert potential ly sultable sites to sul table (see Table 3-4 for initial and 

long-term changes proposed In current active preference). 
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The Impacts to each livestock operator would vary according to how grazing use in the 

allotment fits Into the yearlong ranch operation. Increases or decreases of sore than 15 

percent of current authorlted use would normally be phased In over a five-year period, 

thus allowlng the operator to secure alternatlve pasture or forage andtorI to reduce herd 

SlZ8. 

Summary 

Short-ten Impacts to Ilvestock grazlng ar8 partly mltlgated by the nonuse that has 

typical iy occurred; however, there would be a loss to i ivestock operators because of 

I owered I 1 vestock product Ion. 

In the long term, tlv8StoCk operatlons should realize galns through signlflcant 

Increases In i lvestock production. Through proper mltlgation, most potential ly adverse 
Impacts to Ilvestock grazlng could be avolded. 

Wlid Horses 

Under thl s at ternatlve, WI Id horses would be removed from both the Spring Creek and 

Naturlta Ridge herd areas. in the short and long term, w I Id horses would be removed from 

the natural ecological system and would not be available for public viewing. 

tn the tong 

reproduct Ion, and 

1 lvestock and blg 

t8t-nI, removing horS8S would ben8flClat !y af feet vegetatlon densities, 

product lvl ty. There would be an increase In forage avai lab18 for 

game us8 in both the short and tong term. 

Summary 

iiable for pub WI I d horses would be removed and would not be ava 

short and long term. 

Ilc viewing In the 

Forestry 

Range mslntenance of existing chalnlng reduces the potential wood land production by 

eradicating young pinyon-junlper stands. Since this acreage is not part of the woodland 

base, these actions would have no impacts to the sustained yield harvest level. Chaining 
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Table 3-4. Changes in Grazing Use Under the 

Resource Utilization Alternative. 

. - - - - - - - - - - , - - -  e - -e - , - - - -  - m - - - c - -  - - - - - m . - -  

Crazing Use Total Net change 

AUMs AUMs Percent ---l-l_--------_---_c_--. e-w.--- -- 

Current active preference 64,232 Be s- 

In itlal adjustment 44,413 19,819 -31 
long-term adjustment 90,109 25,877 +29 

- - -_- .__-- - -_- - - -_- - - l - - - -  _ l ----- l - . - - - -  - - -  

Source: BLM Oata 1984 
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of mature plnyon-juniper will reduce the sustalned yield base. Range will chain 5,700 

acres of plnyon-junlper In the planning decade, which WI 11 reduce the wood land base by 13 

percent and result In a production loss of 172 cords per year over the long term. 

Burnlng exlstlng chaining for wlldllfe habltat Improvement will reduce the potential 

wood land product Ion. Since thls acreage Is not part of the woodland base, these actlons 

would have no Impacts to the sustalned yield harvest level. Burning and crushing stag- 

nated oak stands can eventual ly result In species and growth more favorable to forestry. 

These Impacts are not slgnlf lcant. Chalnlng and burning of mature plnyon-juniper will 

reduce the sustained yield base. 

The wlldllfe program proposes to chain or burn 6,850 acres of plnyon-juniper In the 

p lann I ng decade, which will reduce the woodland base by I6 percent and result In a produc- 

tion Ims of 207 cords per year over the long term. Assuml ng these treatments cant I nue D 

the woodland base could be reduced over the long term. 

Areas with special recreation vaIues, IncIudlng SlIverton and the Dolores River, are 

WI thdrawn frcm t lmber and woodland product Ion. Wood flber productlon loss as a result of 
these withdrawals Is approximately 112 MBF each par. When looklng at the total t lmber 

and wood land product Ion for the region, a yeariy loss of 112 MBF Is lnslgnlflcant. 

Land actlons (exchanges or saIes) could reduce the ccmmerclal tlmber base by 37 

percent and result In a produdlon loss of 248 MBF per year, and the woodland base could 

be reduced by 1 1 percent wl th a product Ion loss of 136 cords per year, not slgn If lcant 

Impacts. 

Placing commercial forest under Intensive management should result In future yields 

that are double the exlstlng unmanaged stand yields. Timber yield Increases associated 

with the small BLM tlmber base Is Inslgnlflcant when compared with total timber production 

for thls reglon. Placing the woodland species under management Is significant because, 

for the first time, the woodland base-Is recognized as a legltlmate resource and will be 

managed for a sustalned yield of wood f Iber. 

Summary 

Total forest p-oductlon loss associated wlth exlstlng and proposed management actions 
could be 618 MBF per year (1,236 cords/yr). When compared with the expected yearly demand 
of 35 MMBF and antlclpated tlmber productlon by private, State and Federal agencies, thls 

loss IS Inslgnlf lcant. Vegetat Ion treatment by range, wlldllfe and land actlons could 
reduce the woodland sustained yield base by 40 percent In the planning decade. Two addl- 

tlonal decades of similar treatments could ellmlnate the woodland base. 

Recreation 

Livestock grazing, cultural resources, mlneral, land disposal, forestry, and soils 

and water Impacts would ba slml lar to those listed under the Resource Conservatlon 
Alternat lve. Wildlife management Impacts would be similar to those listed under the 

Resource Conservation Alternatlve, except with an Increase of 15,000 user days. 

Removing wild horses would have long-term negatlve Impacts to recreation by 

ellmlnatlng vlewlng and Interpretation opportunities. 
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Summary 

Protect1 ng and enhancing recreation resources by management and development restrlc- 
tions would have long-term, positive Impacts to recreation. Since no WSAs would be recan- 

mended for wilderness, the need for those recreation settings and opportunltles would 

continue. 

Cultural Resources 

Rot deslgnatlng any of the eight WSAs may have permanent effects on an undetennlned 

number of archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. If no access restr lctlons are Imposed. many 

sites will be vandalized, assumlng that there are no increases In patrol. CRV closures on 

Squaw/Papoose, Cahone and Cross canyons and Tabeguache Creek WSAs WI I l somewhat reduce 
these Impacts. Impacts to the Dolores River Canyon WSA due to recreation uses wll I stll I 

occur and these may be significant. 

Increases in I lvestock grazlng and AMPS will likely have permanent effects on an 

unknown number of archaeologic and hlstor lc sites, unless mltlgation measures are Imple- 

mented. Increases In llvestock numbers wit I affect sites vla trampling, especially In high 

s lte dens lly areas and near water sources. Add1 tional measures WI 11 need to be taken to 

fence sltes and redistribute llvestock to avold damaglng slgnlflcant cultural values. 

intensive Inventories near major water sources would be needed to monllor and assess dam- 

ages. I f these types of avoidance measures are taken, no slgniflcant Impacts will occur. 

Maintaining 23,800 acres of vegetation treatments may permanently damage 1,500 
archaeologic and hlstorlc sites to some degree. Avoidance measures WI I I be undertaken vla 

stipulations and lnventorles. Some Inadvertent damage may resu’lt due to dense concentra- 

tion of sltes, especially In the Sacred Mountain area. Adequate Inventory levels and 

closely monitoring treatments will be necessary to avold slgnif lcant Impacts to these 

sites. 

The 28,000 acres of new proposed vegetatlon treatment may have permanent Impacts to 

1,750 archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Avoidance of sltes vla adequate lnventorles and 

stipulations wll 1 ensure that direct impacts are avoided. Some Impacts can be expected 

from Increases In access Into remote areas and Inadvertent damage durlng treatment; how- 

ever, Increases In monitoring and treatment supervlslon will keep these Impact levels 

low. 

CRMP development and Increases In operating budgets wll I have major, long-term 
posltlve Impacts lo approxlmatety 1,430 sites within Dolores Cave, Bull, Sand and East 

Rock canyons; Indian Henry’s Cabln; McLean Basin; Hamllton and Mocklngblrd mesas; Palnted 

Hand Petroglyphs; Hanging Flume; Llghtnlng Tree Tower Group; Cannonbal I, Lowry, Escalante- 

Dcnnlnguez, and Palnted Hand ruins; Tabeguache Pueblo; Cahone, Squaw/Papoose, Cross and 

Dolores Rlver canyons; and Tabeguache Creek areas. As a result of Cf@lPs and Increases In 

f undl ng for Imp1 ementat Ion, stabfl lzatlon to prevent structural deterloratlon, patrol to 

prevent vandal Ism, and Inventory and mapplng WI I1 provlde for more efficient and effective 
protection and use of these Important areas. 

Managlng the Sllverton and Dolores River Canyon SFV4As will likely have long-term 

advantages for more than 90 archaeologic and h I storlc sl tes. Cooperative Cl?4Ps should be 

developed to channel vlsltors and provide for site protectlon and vlsltor safety. No 
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significant impacts are expected from SPMA managenmnt for the Silverton area, although 

management wll 1 be slgnlf lcant for the Dolores River corridor. Road closures wll I have 

Impacts through reducing levels of vandalism and visitor access. 

Encouraging commercial u.se on the Dolores River will likely have permanent effects on 

approximately 15 archaeologic and historic sites. Emphasl s on more use WI 1 I increase 

Inadvertent Impacts and vandallsm to cultural sites, especially those near major campsltes 
and access points, which could result In significant Impacts unless patrol efforts or 

monltortng levels are Increased as we\\. Planning for vlsltor control In these areas ~11 \ 

also reduce the chances of Impacts to these sites. Adequate Inventories are currently 

lack1 ng to proper I y assess damage extents. 

Improving access roads and visitor facllltles wll I have permanent effects on an 

unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites. Access upgrad I ng has s lgn I f lcant 

Impacts to sltes due to Increases In vandallsm If not monitored closely. These Impacts 

wll I be greater In the Sacred Mountain area where sites are dense or In the Dolores River 

corridor where vlsltors are confined. There will be less impacts In the Sllverton area 
but these Impacts may remain slgnlflcant If a corresponding Increase In patrol Is not 

implemented. There Is also a slgnlflcant lack of Inventory data for the Sllverton area; 

therefore, Impacts are dl f f Icu It to assess. 

lnterpretlng cultural sites for recreation WI I I likely have positive, long-term 

benef Its. Public attention and education lnvolvlng cultural resources will reduce 

vandal I sm. For al I areas, these are significant, posltlve Impacts. 

Dlspcslng of 33,000 acres of public lands wil I have no .slgqiflcant impacts to 

archaeologic, sacred, or historic sites. Al I Impacts will be avolded or mitigated wlth 

Class I I I surveys and data recovery If needed. 

Managing 50,000 acres in the Dlsappolntment Vat Icy and Dry Creek areas to reduce 

erosion and sedlmentatlon may have permanent impacts to 156 archaeologic sites. Inadver- 
tent damage can be expected, but with monltorlng and adequate Inventory data, these 

Impacts should not be slgnlflcant. 

Managing 17,000 acres for salinity control may have permanent Impacts to 65 

archaeolcglc and historic sites. These would result fran inadvertent actlvlty related to 
project instal latlon and wil I be great!y reduced wlth adequate lnventorles and closely 

superv I sing construct Ion. Most of the projects wll I be In low site density areas. 

Developing watershed management plans will likely have long-term, posltlve Impacts to 

an unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites. Through management p vans, effects 
on some sites from eroslon can be avolded or mitigated before informatlon loss occurs. 

These Impacts are probably not slgnlflcant over the short term but could be over the long 

term. 

Reclalmlng streams where acid problems exist In the Upper Anlmas River dralnage may 

result In permanent damage to one or two hlstorlc sites; however, the damage potent I a I I s 

law and would result fran Inadvertent actions. lnventorles wll I help avoid direct 

Impacts. 
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Wlth 4,760 acres per decade of commercial and noncommarclal sales, there Is a ntoder- 

ate likelihood that 52 archaeologic and historic sltes wil1 suffer some form of permanent 

damage. This will not be slgnlflcant If adequate Inventory data are accumulated to 
provide for their avoidance and posslble mltlgatlon and If close supervlslon of the tlmber 

sales Is undertaken. Inadvertent Impacts WI I I I lkely occur In some cases where Increases 

In access rll I bring vandals to the sltes-- Impacts that are not expected to be hlgh for 

the proposed acreages as they lie In low site denslty areas. Impacts from noncommarcla I 

wood cutting are slmllar to those Ilsted under the Resource Conservation Alternatlve, 

Impacts from aquatlc Improvements al I I be similar to those Impacts 1 lsted under the 

Resource Conservat Ion Alternat lve. 

Habltat Improvements via plowlng, burning, and seedlng (with on-a oak cmshlng) on 

27,450 acres may have permanent effects on approximately 472 archaeologic and historic 

sites. These habitat Improvements are proposed In low slte dens1 ty areas, however, and 

al I surface-dlsturblng treatments wll I be Inventorled and Impacts avoided or mltlgated. 

Wlth large land Preatntants, however, some Inadvertent damage may occur0 These Impacts 

could be slgnlflcant unless close monltorlng of the project and an adequate amount of 

Inventory are done. 

Oil and gas recovery wil I Increase levels of Impact and sites to an estimated 15,000 

s ltes, Impacts that wll 1 be permanent and highly probable. Site-speclflc direct impacts 

will be avolded or mltlgated on case-by-case bases, However p s lgnl f lcant Impacts to sites 

wll I continue to occur from Increases In access which brings vandals to the sites, espe- 

clal1y evldent in hlgh site denslty areas such as the Sacred Mountdln and parts of the 

Dlsappolntment Val ley and Paradox areas. With no Increases In patrol and monltorlng, 

these wllI continue to be slgnlflcant Impacts, Mltlgatlng measures slmllar to those dls- 
cussed under the Resource Conservation Alternative could be used to llmlt Impacts, Site- 

specific lnventorles as a result of the hlgh levels of energy developmant have had 

positive effects on the data base for cultural resources lnformatlon In the planning area, 
which has alded slgnlflcantly In managing and protecting 700 cultural sites. However D net 

Impacts of this development are stll I negative. Impacts to the setting of unique cu!tural 

values wlll occur where geographlcally conflned areas previously unspoiled by intrusions 

are opened to mlns bra1 development. These Impacts are slgnlflcant, because only a handful 

of such areas rema In unscathed. 

Impacts to cu ltural resources from DOE lease tracts and hard rock mining would be 

similar to those I lsted under the Resource Conservation Alternative, 

Contlnued sand and gravel operatlons (800 acres) and expanding gravel operation on 

Ewlng Mesa (another 1,200 acres) wll I have permanent Impacts to approximately 30 archae- 

ologlc and hlstorlc sites. Five to seven sites would require data recovery wlth no 

slgnlf lcant Impacts. Approximately 25 sites wll I suffer Impacts due to accesslbi1lty and 
vlslblllly; Increased levels of monltorlng or total data recovery would reduce or 

el lmlnate these Impacts. 

Coal leaslng and development of 1,480 acres near Nucla and 1,880 acres at East Cortez 

WI I I af feet approximately 150 sltes. Since this would be a strip mining operation, data 

recovery on al I sites may need to be undertaken; no adverse Impacts would occur but data 

recovery would be costly. 
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Coal leaslng on 54,000 acres In the Durango KRCRA may have permanent Impacts to 330 

archaeolcglc and hlstorlc sites. Since most mlnlrtg here wl\ \ be underground, Impacts WI 11 

be primarily from Increased access for mining activity, which brings Increases In vandal- 

I sm and frcm subs Idence. Inadvertent loss should be mlnlmal. More attention to avoidance 

and data recovery should be glven to areas with high potential for subsidence and sites 

near access roads and mlne portals. Site-speclflc Inventories will be necessary. Much of 

this land Is private surface and will requlre coordlnatlon wlth the landowners for access 

to do Inventory and evaluation and any other cultural resources work that Is needed. 

Summary 

The Resource UtIlIzatlon Alternatlve has the most potentla\ for adverse effects to 

cultural values from the standpolnt of project Impacts. Developing CRMPs wll I reduce 

these Impacts for a smal I percentage of sites. Increases In recreation and range plannlng 

wll I benefit cultural resources and reduce damage from I lvestock grazing and uncontrol led 

vlsltatlon. Some cultural areas could be developed for recreation use0 Increases In 

access will slgnlflcantly damage cultural resources In high site density areas such as the 

Sacred Mountaln and Dlsappolntment Valley areas- Increases In vegetation treatments all I 

have slgnlflcant Impacts to cultural resources unless nronltorlng and Inventory work are 

relatively increased. 

Visual Resources 

Approximately 506 of Important landscapes are not Identified In the Resource 

Utlllzatlon Alternative for special visual managemant, VRkl Class I or II. Thls could 
result In constructlon project deslgn with vlsuaf contrast levels in excess of what would 

be required to nralntaln the scenic quality. Other areas wl th Important landscapes would 

receive VRM Class I or I I management, which would malntaln visual resources on 45 percent 

of the plannlng area. 

Wilderness 

Some continued andtorI Increased motor vehicle use could create damage to so/lsp 

vegetation, and natural values, which would be mainly focused In Weber and Menefee 

mountaln and McKanna Peak WSAs. Al I other WSAs would be closed to DRV use. 

Intensive I lvestock management could change the natural landscape In Cross Canyon WSA 

and port Ions of McKenna Peak WSA, long-term Impacts that could be potential losses of 

wilderness values. 

The llmlted timber andfor) forestry product harvesting could cause losses of wllder- 

ness values, which would mainly apply to Weber and Menefee Mountain WSAs. 

Developing coal reserves In Weber and Menefee Mountain WSAs and the development of 

oil and gas, and CO2 In Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs could result In 

losses of wilderness values associated wlth these areas In the long term. The other WSAs 

all have low to moderate potential for oil and gas and could also be developed In the 

future, resulting In long-term Irreversible and Irretrievable Impacts to the wilderness 

resource. 
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Developing locatable minerals could destroy wilderness values by changing the natural 

I andscape, resulting in losses of naturalness. Associated actlvltles could further cause 

losses of primltlve and unconfined recreation and solitude opportunities. This would be 

most probable In the Dolores River, Squaw/Papoose, and Cross canyons, WcKenna Peak, and 

Tabeguache Creek WSAs. These could be long-term, Irreversible and irretrievable impacts 

to the resource. lssulng ROWS associated with energy development could cause losses of 

wilderness values. 

All of the WSAs have a lnoderate to high potential for wilderness values to be 

degraded to the point where they would no longer be suitabte for wilderness designation. 

This would result In losses of prlmitlve recreation opportunities, solitude, naturalness 
and diverslly in the NWPS. 

Summary 

The Resource Utiiizatlon Alternative would general ly cause the wilderness resource of 

all eight WSAs to be potentially degraded to the point that, over the long term, the 

wilderness values presently exlstlng would be lost due to mineral, wildlife, livestock 

grazing, and lands actlons. These could be irreversible and lrretrlevable impacts to the 

resource. 

Lands 

Consolidating public lands through disposing of small isolated parcels of public land 

will Improve the efflclency of land use authorizations by BIM. This will resuit In a 

lower cost per unit of Issuing authorizations and will reflect a savings in monitoring the 

construct Ion and rehabi litatlon phases of projects on BW lands. Under this alternat lve. 
3.3 percent of the public lands would be disposed of and(or) consolidated. 

Fire 

Impacts would be similar to those Ilsted under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

More pinyon-juniper and brush acreage being manipulated could result in larger wildfires 

because of greater potential for spread through continuous flash type of fuels. 

Economics 

BLW investments of $4.1 mi I llon over a ten-year period WI th management emphasis on 

all resources except wilderness wlil be projected under this aiternatlve. These levels of 

Investments and management emphasis would result in annual gains of approximately $18 

milllon In 1994 and $19 million In 2000 in increased total personal Income within the 

planning area. 

Investments of $1.5 mllllon in range, $375,000 in solls and water, and $1 mllllon in 
wiidllfe habitat projects would Increase animal numbers and consequent revenue from graz- 

ing al iocatlon and hunting. Fishery investments of 1.25 million dollars would result in 

increased revenue from recreatlonal fishing. Revenue from tourtsm increases $7.5 mil I ion. 

Oil and gas exploration and production on public lands reach their highest level 

under this alternative with a projected annual increase In 1994 of $15 million. (Table 
3-5 compares economic effects of this aiternat ive to baseline project ions for 1994 and 
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2000). it illustrates expected changes In population, employment, per capita Income, and 
total personal incone brought about by projected levels of hunting, grazing, fishing, 

tourism, and oil and gas actlvitles. BLM management of public land Is shown in Table 3-5 
to cause no greater than a 1.6 percent change In any econanlc Indicator when viewing the 

total plannlng area. No slgnlflcant Impacts are projected within any economic sector 

under this alternatlve. H~ever, a rise In per capita incone of 1983 dollars wt I I occur 

In Dolores County by 1994. Social changes are expected to be Inconsequential given the 

mlnlmal econcmlc changes. 
Table 3-5. Economic Impacts Under the Resource Uflllratlon Alternative. 

Income 

sources 

Populat Ion 
---- ------ 

Employment Per capita Total personal’ 

incame (1983 lncane (thousands 

dollars) of 1983 dollars) 

Year 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Hunt1 ng 43 53 21 22 0 0 377 433 

Grazing 20 21 6 5 -2 -1 48 55 

Fishing 8 5 203 210 -10 -10 3,356 3,683 

Tour I sm 857 956 394 407 -1 1 -12 7,672 8,317 

Oil 8 Gas 493 501 220 223 10 10 6,269 6,440 

Subtota I 1,421 1,536 844 867 -13 -13 17,722 18,929 

Base1 lne 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

Total 109,334 123,304 54,022 60,524 10,326 10,232 1,133,466 1,266,467 
- 

Percent 1.3 1.26 1.6 1.5 0 0 1.6 1.5 

Change - .--------_.------- 

Note: See Appendix 8 for methodology. 

source: BLM Data 1984. 
Summa0 ; 

BLM management will result in Increased revenues to the mineral and tourism 

activities; however, no slgniflcant impacts are projected wlthln any econonlc sector 

withln the planning area. 
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THIS HANGING FLUME ALONG THE SAN MIG~JEL 
AND DOLORES RIVER CANYOW WAS 

PLACED ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES IN 1980 AND CLINGS 
TO THE CLIFF 1%) FEET ABOVE THE RIVER0 
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CURRENT MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVE--INTRODUCTION 

This aiternative reflects f3LMls present management dlrection and pollcles and land 

use plan declslons. It was assumed that no major policy or funding changes vrould take 

place. 

Energy and Mfnerals 

Impacts affecting energy and minerals in the Current Management Alternative are from 

wildlife, recreation, cultural resources, and lands. 

The no leaslng and no-surface occupancy st lpulatlons In ef feet for the Perins Peak 

and Paradox peregrine falcon eyrles decrease oi 1 and gas least ng development and produc- 

tlon on 1,480 acres. This wil 4 be a long-term impact on approximately 0.2 percent of the 

lands available for 014 and gas leasing In the planning areaD 

The no-surface occupancy stipulation In effect for the Dolores River SRMA has 
decreased the area In which 011 and gas exploration, development and product ion can be 
accomp4lshed by 34,680 acres. The majorlty of this acreage 4s unavailable because of 

steep terrain and high construction costs and represents approximately 2.7 percent of the 

planning area. 

No leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations for cultural withdrawal areas have 

decreased avallable acreage for oil and gas leasing, exploration, development and 

production by 7,200 acres. This acreage represents approximately 0.6 percent of the 

planning area- 

No mineral entry on cultural withdrawal areas has decreased available acreage for 

mining claim locatlon, exploration and development by 4,360 acres9 representing approxi- 

mately 0.3 percent of the planning area. Impacts to sand and grave4 development are 

slmllar to those Impacts llsted under the Resource Conservatfon Aiternatlve, 

Dlsposlng of publ Ic lands (and reservlng minerals to the Federal government) wit 4 

result in 16,000 additional acres of sp4 It estate managementp adding approxImate4y 5.4 

percent more lands on which the split estate situation must be dealt with, 

Summary 

The acreages Involved In the Current Management Alternative are per existing MFPs, 

oil and gas umbrella EAs, withdrawals, and mandates in the case of land disposal D Acreage 

,vrcentages Involved In these categories are relatively small compared to the total 

p4aBinlng area. Impacts are considered to be re4atlvely Insignlflcant. 

Vegetation 

Short-term impacts to vegetation would be a contlnuatlon of present trend; many of 

these changes are subtle and difficult to assess0 However ,, there wou4 d probably be some 

undesirable changes In vegetation due to continued present grazing use 4eve4s. 

Figure 3-3 II lustrates the expected long-term changes In vegetation condIt4ons. Over 

the long term, these condltlons would remain static on sloes within the p4annlng area 
currently under Intensive grarlng management (I 1 existing AMPS; 304,000 acresJo 
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Possibly significant impacts to vegetation would continue to occur on various sites 

throughout the remaining 633,000 acres currently bslng grazed by livestock and wildllfe-- 

impacts include a decline in vegetation densities, productlvily, vigor, reproduction, and 

aval lab!e forage. Declines in vegetation condition, especially In areas of slg~lflcant 

conpetition for available forage between livestock and wildlife, are anticipated but 

unquantl f table. Preferred forage species in the Spring Creek wild horse herd area 

(approx. 20,000 acres) would continue to be overutit lzed by grazing animals and, with 

increased gratl ng pressure, would experience local 4y slgnlf lcant decreases In vegetation 

densltles, vigor, reproduction, productivity, and aval!able forage. 

While additional forage for livestock and wild!lfe may be produced as a result of 

timber and woodland harvesting, it would not have a slgnlflcant long-term impact on the 

total vegetatlon resource and use by grazing animals. 

Existing I!nited fire suppression plans would affect vegetation resources in the 401~3 

term by allowing trore pinyon-juniper woodland and sagebrush acreage to burn naturally and 
be replaced with herbaceous vegetation. 

Exlstlng ORV restrict Ions would have both short- and long-term positive impacts to 

vegetat Ion. 

Increases in wild horse populations could have adverse impacts to vegetation in both 

the short and long term. 

Summary 

Current vegetation trends would continue in the short term. The overal I type and 

productivity of forage species produced on publ lc lands could decline over portions 

planning ar,ea in the long term. No Irreversible or Irretrievable ccmmltments of 

vegetat Ion are projected under th Is a lternat lve* 

of the 
VEGETATION CONDITION 

400 

300 0 
0 
g 

200 )< 

100 

Current 
Management 

n Alternative 

iZh urren t Situation 

Figure 3-3. Long-term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Current Management Alternative. 
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Solls and Water 

A contlnuatlon of the present livestock grazing practices throughout the planning 

area a4ong wlth the heavy big game concenlrations.ln Dry Creek Basin and Dlsappolntment 

Val4ey wou4d result In slgnlflcant Impacts to ~014s and water resources. Continued highly 

acce4erated eroslon rates and loss of sol4 productlvlty wou4d occur. Acce4 erated sed lment 

and sallnlty yields can be expected at approximately their present rates, resulting In 

off-site water qua4 ity Impacts. 

Roads associated with timber harvests, even properly placed and constructed, wou4d 

result In short-term Increases In erosion rates and sedlmant ylefds. The degree of these 

Impacts WI I I vary with the site of the timber harvests. 

Continued protection of the Bou4der Bu4ch watershed near Sl Iverton, Co4orado, and the 

ground-water aqulfers associated with the Dry Creek Basin and Uravan domestlc and 

mun iclpa4 we4 Is are necessary to protect the water qua4 lty. 

Surmnary 

lmplementlng the Current Management Afternat.ive wou4d result In hlgh4y accelerated 

eroslon rates and sedlmant yle4ds. Salt loading to the Colorado River from public land In 

the F+lP area would continue at Its present rate. Thare would be cant lnued protect Ion for 

domestlc and mun iclpa4 water sources. 

Terrestrial Wl4dllfe 

Impacts of thls a4ternatlve to the wIldlIfe habltat are slmllai to those 4lsted under 
the Resource Conservation Alternative, except that range and habltat condltlon could be 

expected to remsin static or decrease In the long term. Reduct Ions to e4 k and deer herds 

In the Disappointment Basin area (890 elk and 1,100 deer) would probably occur In the 

short and long term. Rlparlan habitat could not be expected to make substantial 

lmpravement since exl stlng AMPS do not address rlparlan management object Ives. 

AS many as 5,400 acres would be treated under the wl4d4lfe program wlth minima4 

Impacts to nongama species habltat. No Investments would be made In structura4 riparlan 

Improvements. Water development would not occur because of limlted funding. 

Recovery and reestabllshlng peregrine fa4cons wou4d ba alded by continued re4eases. 

Most bald eagle wlnter concentration areas would be protectively managed with seasonal 04 4 

and gas stipulations, but some conflict may remain In other areas. Other T&E species 

would be protected and managed consistent with exlstlng 4aws and regu4ations. Sensit Ive 
and nongame species habl tat would continue to deteriorate overa I wl th decreasing range 

and riparlan habltat condltlon. 

Lands disposa4 woutd e4lmlnate 1.6 percent of avallab4e wl4dllfe habitat and approxl- 

mately one-half mile of riparlan habltat. Approximately 1,320 acres of big game crucla4 
winter range wou4d be lost. Blg game mlgration routes between Durango and Bayfleld wou4d 

be negatlve4y affected by dlsposlng of 160 acres In conjundlon with private land develop- 
ment. 014 and gas 4easlng restrlctlve stlpu4atlons would protect most of the deer and elk 

cruel al w I nter ranges. Other crucial winter range areas are not protected, and confI.lct 

may exist wlth State and Federal wlldllfe law enforcement agencies over wlldllfe 
harrassment. 
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Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs would remain undeveloped as primitive areas, which 

would protect presently undisturbed wildlife habitat. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wildlife habltat would generally ranain static or decline under this 

alternatlve. Big game populatlons would decline over the long term. Managing peregrine 

falcons, bald eagles, and T&E species would continue. Land dl sposal could have impacts to 

big game winter ranges, riparian habitat, and big game populations. Increases in wild 

horse populations WI l I continue vegetation deterioration’ in these areas. 

Aquatic and Riparian Wlldiife 

Potential for continued deterioration of those streams listed in Chapter Two exists, 

as well as an anticipated decline in habitat quality for those streams where no inventory 

data current1 y exist (approx. 275 ml 1. 

The Impacts of management activities pertaining to aquatic wildlife are unquantifi- 

able at this time. Based on the current fundlng situation, there most likely will be a 

continued trend toward the habitat condition reflected in Chapter Two. Impacts to the 

remaining 375 miles of stream habitat are unquantlflable wlthout further inventories 

arkI monitoring. 

Some short-tetm, minimal impacts may result frcm constructing recreation facilities, 
but no slgnif icant long-term adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Impacts as a result of mineral development may only be assessed through further 

monitoring and developing operational plans. it is anticipated that where mlneral 

activities are closely associated with aquatic and riparian habitat, the impacts should 

be, by regulatory standards, mltigatable and therefore minimal and assessed on case-by- 
case bases. 

Signlf lcant impacts are not anticipated, since public land parcels containing poten- 

tial ly high value fisheries wil I retain public access. Quantiftable impacts wll l be 

assessed on case-by-case bases. 

Summary 

There will continue to be significant, adverse impacts to the aquatic and rlparian 

resources, Those Impacts associated with I lvestock grazing and aquatic wl ldlife manage- 

ment programs are due pr imar I ly to: (1) the continuation of the cvrent situation within 

the range activl=ly with a lack of effective AMPS causing a continued deterioration of 
those streams I I sted in Chapter Two; (2) the lack of any planned aqwt ic and rlparian 

habitat improvements on approximately 140 inventoried strean miles; and (3) an inabflily 

to further inventory and(or) ncnitor the*remaining 260 miles of aquatic and riparian 

habitat to detennlne habitat quallty. No significant impacts are anticipated fran recrea- 

tIon, wilderness, cuitural resources, forestry and land disposal actlvlties. However, 

ml neral development may have long-term , s Ign if icant impacts depending on where they are 
located and what types of mitigation can be included In mining operation plans. These 

impacts (fran mineral development) are presently unquantifiable and can only be assessed 

on case-by-case bases, which may require additional monitoring. 
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Llvestock Grazing 

Under this alternatlve, no short- or long-term adjustments In AUMs are proJected. 

Appllcatlons for nonuse, temporary nonrenewable use, and changes In season, class, or klnd 

of I lvestock would be accepted and approved or disapproved on case-by-case bases. Thls 

alternative proposes no shot-t-term changes in present management practices and has 

negllglble Impacts to llvestock grazing. 

Increases In wild horse populatlons could have slgnlflcant adverse Impacts on 

1 lvestock grazing In both the short term and long term. Increased horse use WI 11 have 

slgnlflcant, adverse effects on management objectives In the Dry Creek Basin, 

Dlsappolntment Val ley and Naturlta Rldgs AMPS. 

Summary 

This alternatlve proposes no short-term or long-term adjustments In grazing 

preference. Llvestock operators would realize no slgnlflcant short- or long-term changes 

In grazing management or Ilvestock productlon. 

Wild Horses 

Wild horse populatlons would Increase on both the Spring Creek and Naturlta Ridge 

areas. At the present reproduction rates, the populatlons could double In the short term. 

In both areas, potential canpetltlon for avallable forage wlll Increase between wild 

horses, 1 lvestock, and blg game as horse numbers Increase. The over& I I lzatlon of 

preferred forage plants Is expected to occur In some degree In the short term and could 

become locally slgnlf lcaht In the !ong term , especially In the Sprlng Creek area. 
Adjacent and IntermIngled prlvate lands and State lands could be adversely affected In 

both the short and long term. 

Sprlng Creek Area: In the short term, a notlceable change would probably be evident 

In the appearance and physical condition of the horses due to diet deflclencles. The 

horses would probably begln to expand thelr present range In search of adequate forage. 

In the long term, diet deflclencles would cause the reproduction rate to drop. The 

susceptIbI1lty to disease and death losses could result In herd reductions. 

Without selective culling of the horses , chosen Inbreeding would probably result, 
which would Increase the probability of generatlng defective tralts and producing lnferlor 
horses. 

Naturlta Ridge Area: In the long term, potential competltlon for forage between al 1 
grazing animals could result In condltlons and sltuatlons slml!sr to (but to a lesser 

degree) than those previously dlscussed In the Spring Creek area. 

Summary 

Wild horse populations could Increase by 100 percent on both areas In 10 years. 

Adverse Impacts would begln to becaue evident In the Sprlng Creek area In both the short 
term and would Intensify In the long term. The Naturlta Ridge area probably would be m3re 
stable In the short term but would have potential conflicts slmllar to (but of a lesser 

magnitude than) the Sprlng Creek area. 
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in both herd areas, adjacent and Intermingled private and State lands could be 

adversely affected by horses In both the short and long term. 

Forestry 

Wlidilfe vegetation treatments wii I eradicate 2,000 acres of pinyon-juniper, which 

represents a potential production loss of 60 cords per year; by itself it is not signifi- 

cant. 

Areas wlth special recreation values are withdrawn fran timber and woodland produc- 

tion; including Silverton, the Dolores River, and Menefee and Weber Mountain areas. Wood 

f lber production loss as a result of these withdrawa~ls Is approximately 118 MBF each year. 

When looking at the total timber and woodland production for the region, a yearly loss of 

118 MBF Is Insignificant. 

Road and pad constructlon as a.result of mineral actIv,itles can have beneflclal and 

adverse Impacts. The loss of productlon and improved access are so minimal that the 

Impacts are not sign if lcant. 

Land disposal actions could reduce the conmercial timber base by 2 percent and result 

In an insignfficant production loss of 11 MBF per year. 

Placing ccmmercial forest under ‘Intensive management should result in future yields 

that are double the existing unmanaged stand yields. Timber yi’eld increases associated 

with the small BLM timber base are insignif lcant when compared with total timber produc- 

tion for this region. 

Summary 

Total timber production loss associated with existing and proposed management actIons 

could be 159 MBF per year (318 cords/yr). When compared wlth the expected yearly demand 

of 35 MMBF and antlclpated timber product ion by pr ivate, State and other Federal agencies, 

this loss is Insigniflcant. 

Recreation 

Livestock grazing, mlneral development, land disposal, and forestry impacts would be 

similar lo those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative. WI I d 1 I fe management 

impacts would be slmllar to those listed under the Resource.Conservation Alternative 

except with negligible results. Under this alternative, bighorn sheep and river otters 

would not be Introduced and squat Ic improvements would be 1 Imlted. 

Summary 

Protecting and enhancing recreation resources by msnagemnt and development restric- 

tlons would have long-term positive impacts to recreation and overall would continue to 

provide the settings and opporturltles most desired by the publtc and consistent wlth 

BLMls management object Ives. The lack of wilderness designations would continue to affect 

the need for those recreation settings and ecotypes that are atyplcal of the WWPS. 
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Cultural Resources 

If access Is al lowed Into remote areas, damage to a large number of cultural sites 

from canmercial pothunting will continue. Impacts will be especially slgniflcant In the 

Bul I, Squaw/Papoose, Cahone, Cross, and Dolores River canyons and Tabeguache Creek areas. 

Increases In patrol and inventory wtll be needed to offset thls potential damage, because 

impacts are expected as access Increases. 

Most sites wil I be avoided by stipulations to livestock lmprovement projects. 

However, due to low supervlslon levels on Category “C” allotmnts, use may result In site 

damage and informatlon loss to 1 to 2 sites per year’. These Impacts wi I I depend on the 

significance of the partlcu\ar site and could result In Ittlgation regarding ftnes for 

trespassing and costly site mltlgatlon. Malntalnlng 7,900 acres of vegetatton treatments 

may result In permanent damage to 500 archaeologic and htstorlc sites. Avoidance measures 

wil I be used via stlpulatlons to al I projects but inadvertent damage may ocar. The 

methods of treatment WI I I vary, brr nging about zero to moderate tmpads. A strong data 
base and close supervlslon during these treatments , especial ly chalnlng maintenance, will 

be necessary to avoid signlflcant Impacts. 

Livestock grazing may do permanent damage to 40 or mre cultural sites--trampIlng by 

repeated and concentrated livestock use does affect the cultural site surface material and 

information losses result. However, In most cases, these are not signiftcant Impacts; 

fencing some sites or redtstrlbuting livestock may be necessary to protect affected sites. 

A net beneficial impact wtl.1 result fran the educatlonal aspects and vlslblllly of 

the Anasazl Heritage Center. Impacts to cultural resources could occur If budgetlng ware 

low and funds were taken away frcm on-the-ground resource protect Ion and use for 

management of the Anasazl Heritage Canter. 

Current management at approxtmately 84 ldentlffed sttes at Lowry and Escalante- 

DomInguez rulns, Cannonbal I Mesa, McLean Basin Towers, Hanging Flume, and Sand Canyon Is 

not mintalning their needs. There is a high probability that long-term slgntflcant 

damage WI I I continue; thus, more concentrated management is needed to avold and mi tlgate 

impacts to these sltes frcan vtsltatlon and natural forces. There have been posltlve, 
short-term impacts to these sltes fran fenctng, recreatton maintenance, stab1 I Izatlon, and 

nonitorlng. 

Managing 45,000 acres In the Sllverton Sf@lA wil I have the sama Impacts as those 

I lsted under the Resource Conservation Alternative. Cooperative Cf+IPs should be developed 

to channel vlsltors and provide for srte protection and vlsltor safety. No slgniftcant 
impacts are apected Iran SF(MA management for the Sllverton area. Road closures wll I have 

mDre slgntf leant poslttve effects on site protection. 

Visitor management and control on the Dolores River SRMA will channel vlsltors away 

fron fragile sites which will likely have a long-term beneftt on approximately 40 archae- 

ologic and historic sltes. Implementation of the Recreation Area Management Plan will 

provide visitors wlth a cultural resources educatton by thelr viewtng the unique cultural 

values along the Dolores River corridor. Vandalism may be reduced by developing CRMPs for 

sites attract lng recreation users. 

Current levels of recreation management on Weber and Menefee mountain areas have no 

slgntf icant impacts to approximately 10 sites located there. Some visitor interpretat ion 

and protection may be needed for these two areas if they are managed as primitive areas. 
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Disposing of 16,000 acres of public lands wii l have no signif icant impacts to 

archaeologic, sacred, or historic sites there. Class I I I (IntensIveI inventories wi I I be 

done on all parcels identified and, if signlf icant cultural values are found, these lands 

wil I no longer be considered suitable for land exchange or sale. 

Lack of sol Is and water management WI I I permanently af feet approximately 25 archae- 

ologic and historic sites. A lack of erosion control results In the loss of all or 
portions of these sites, a stgnlficant impact. 

Habitat improvements vla plowing, burning, seeding, and some oak crushing on 5,400 

acres may have permanent effects on approximately 93 archaeologic and historic sites. 

These habitat improvements are proposed in low site density areas, however, and al I 

surface-disturbing treatments will be inventoried and impacts avoided or mitigated. With 
large land treatments, however, some inadvertent damage may occur. These Impacts could be 

significant unless closely monitoring the project and an adequate amount of Inventory data 

are cot iected. 

With 1,980 acres per decade of ccmmercial and noncanmerciai forest sales, there is a 

moderate likellhood that approximately 22 sites wll I suffer some form of permanent damage. 

This wil I not be significant if adequate inventory data are accumulated to provide for 

their avoidance and possibly mitigation and If close supervision of the timber sales is 

undertaken. In some cases, Inadvertent impacts will likely occur where increases in 

access will bring vandals to the sites. These Impacts are not expected to be high for the 

acreages proposed because they lie in low site density areas. 

A high probabi I lty of permanent damage to approximately 2,700 sites due to noncon- 

marcial sales estimated at 1,000 cords per year will occur. Damage to cultural values 

frun unsuparised on-demand woodcutting is not known due to a lack of inventory data. 
Slgnlflcant Impacts are likely occurring due to the concentration of the nonccmmsrclal 

activities in high site density areas west of Cortez and the Disappointment Valley. Many 

of the areas are not inventoried due to low personnel levels and stipulations which are 
not monitored for canpliance. Current sand and gravel operations may have permanent 

impacts to approximately 20 archaeologic and historic sites, which may be inadvertently 

damaged due to gravel operations increasing their visibiiily. Vandalism may occur in high 

site density areas. Impacts will be lessened by increased supervision and monitoring all 

operations. Impacts fran DOE lease tracts and hard rock mining would be similar to those 

listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Summary 

The Current Management Alternative wil I have adverse impacts to cultural sites due to 

the lack of sufficient positive action to discourage vandalism and site erosion. 

Increases in access wil I accelerate these impacts, especially in areas which were pro- 

tected by limited access and rough terrain. A generally low level of monitoring, pian- 

nlng, and cultural inventory will also have negative Impacts to cultural values. The 

Anasazi Heritage Center, the Recreation Area Management Plan in the Silverton area, and 
visitor management on the Dolores River will have a net benefit to cultural sites in 

pranoting public support and channeling visitor impacts away fran sites. Project develcp- 

ments for I ivestock grazing, wildlife, and forestry will have impacts to sites which will 
vary accordi ng to involved areas. Levels of monitoring will be Inversely related to 
levels of Impacts. 
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Visual Resources 

Revious land use plans did not consider management direction for visual resources. 

Some impacts could occur; however, each project is currently reviewed to consider impacts 

to visual resources and mitigation as needed; therefore, signif icant impacts are 

forecast. 

WI iderness 

The continued and increased use of motorized vehicles could create damage to natural 

values and losses of wilderness values. 

Forest products would be allowed to be gathered in ail WSAs except in the Webar and 

Menefee mountain WSAs according to current planning dlrectlon. Cont.inued cutting would 

have both short- and posslbiy Long-term impacts to the natural landscape and would result 

in iosses of wiiderness values. 

The development of minerals (both locatable and ieasabie) could possibly affect 

natural landscapes, resulting in losses of wilderness values, if this happened, the 

natural landscape would be changed , causing long-term impacts which could be considered 

irreversible and irretrievable losses of the wilderness resource. This impact would be 
most significant in Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, and to a lesser extent, in 

the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs due to their moderate to high potential for mineral 

development. it is assumed that al I those reserves listed in the Resource Conservation 

Alternative could be developed under Cvrent Management (see Table 3-l). 

Issuing ROWS for powerlines, roads, etc. could exclude areas from being considered 
for wilderness status at a later date, which also would be long-term conmitmants of 
resources that could be irreversible and irretrievable impacts to wilderness resources. 

Summary 

The Current Management Aiternat Ive of the eight WSAs has a moderate to high potentia I 
to degrade wiiderness values, since future wilderness would not be designated. The 

largest potential for this impact to occur exists in the minerals p-ogram. Oil and gas, 

co2, coal, and uranium are potential iy found in many of the WSAs. Deveicping these 

minerals would destroy WI tderness vaiues, which would be irreversible and irretrlevabte 

losses of the WI I drjrrress resources. Under this alternative, there would be no significant 

impacts to lands and fire. 

Economics 

BLM investments of $400,000 over a ten-year period with continued management emphasis 

on tourism and oil and gas exploration and production would occur under this alternative. 

These levels of investments and management emphasis would result in annual gains of 
approximately $8 million in 1994 and $8.5 mii tlon in 2000 in increased total personal 

income within the pfanning area. 

Approximately $400,000 in investments are expected to be spent on range improvemnts 

and witdiife habitat projects, resulting in moderate decreases in wildlife habitat and 
with resultant losses of hunting revenue in the planning area. 
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Cultural and recreation resources of the area would be made available for increased 

tour lsm, and mineral reY)urces would be available for continued oil and gas exploratlon 

and development. An increase In tourist expenditures of 65 mll I ion and an increase of ol I 

and gas production values of $3.8 ml I lion are expected annual ly by 1994. 

Table 3-6 canpares the economic effects of the Current Management Alternative to the 

baseline project tons for 1994 and 2000 and il lustrates expected changes in population, 

employment, per capita lncane , and total personal lncane brought about by projected hunt- 

ing, grating, fishlng, tourism, and oil and gas levels. BLM management of publ ic lands Is 

shown In Table 3-6 to cause less than a one percent change In any econanic indicator when 

vlewlng the entire plannlng area. No signlflcant Impacts are projected within any 

econanlc sector of the Individual counties within the planning area. Social changes are 

expected to be InconsequentIal given mlnlmal economic changes. 

Summary 

The Current Management Alternative projects BLM Investments of 8400,000 with con- 

t lnued management emphasis on tour lsm and oil and gas exploratlon and development. No 

signi f lcant impacts are projected within any economic sector of the planning aream 
Table 3-6. Econonlc Impacts U\der the Current Management Alternative. 

lncone Population Gnpl oyment Per capita Total personal 

sources (income 1983 income - (thousands 

dol lars) of 1983 dollars) 

Year 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Hunt I ng 

GraZlng 

Flshing 

Tourism 
011 8 Gas 

Subtotal 

Base1 Ine 

Total 

Percent 

Change 

-20 -25 -10 -10 0 0 -176 -202 

4 4 1 1 0 0 9 10 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

572 637 263 271 -7 -8 5,115 5,545 

249 253 111 112 5 5 3,162 3,248 

805 869 365 374 -2 -3 8,110 8,60 1 

107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

108,718 122,637 53,543 60,031 10,337 10,242 1,123,854 1,256,139 

0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0 0 0.7 0.7 

-___ -- 

Note: See Appendix 8 for methodology. 

Source : BW Data 1984. 
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F’ROPOSED PLAN--INTRODUCTION 

Thls aiternatlve protects important and sensitive environmental values while 

balancing ccmpetlng demands by providing needed goods and services. 

Energy and Minerals 

The wiidilfe and cultural resource Impacts pertaining to oil and gas leasing and to 

cuiturai wlthdrawais In this alternative are the same as those llsted under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative. 

No surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing Imposed on Menefee and Weber mountain 

for management as semi prlmltive recreation areas would result in a loss of 8,720 acres 
that could be occupied for oil and gas exploration, development, and production, repre- 

senting less than one percent of the planning area. This could result in a potential loss 

of oli and gas resources. Under current technology, directional drli iing methods may not 
be successful in expiorlng and producing the Dakota geologic formation resources due to 

the iimltation on depth of the known producing zones (1,330 ft to 1,380 ft). However, 

deeper producing zones may very wel I be reached and produced through directional dril llng 

methods. Impacts would be for the long term. 

No leasing in the Dolores River Canyon USA (designated wilderness) would result in a 

decrease of 28,539 acres (approx. 2% of the planning area) available for oil and gas ieas- 

ing, exploration, development, and production. This could result in a potential loss of 

approximately 4.2 bliiion cubic feet of gas reserves. Impacts would be for the long term. 

Withdrawal would also affect locatable minerals as described under the Resource 

Conservation Aiternat ive. 

No surface occupancy for 011 and gas imposed on the Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose 

canyons for management of cultural resources would result In approximately 23,400 acres 

that cannot be occupied for 01 I and gas expiorat ton, development, and production. These 
areas are indicated as having high favorabIlIty for oil and gas resources (see Table 3-7 

for estimated reserves). 

It was proposed that no-surface occupancy stipulations for oil and gas leasing for 

these areas were suitabie because dlrectlonai drli iing methods would al low expioratlon and 

subsequent production wlthout destroying the integrity of the cultural resovces found in 

the canyons. Consultation indicates that a 0.25-mile horizontal offset would be the usual 

for a 12,00D-foot to 14,000-foot wel I. However, Forest 011 Company drli led a directional 

wei I near the Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA of 6,293 feet (true depth) at an average deviation 
angle of 17O. Horizontal offset was approximately 0.25 mfie, accompilshed with the drllf 

rig set up on the canyon rim with 500 feet of surface casing., Setting back fran the rim 

andtorI needing more surface casing would have Increased the devlatlon angle andtot- would 

have caused it to be short of the target. Dril ling near canyon rims runs the rlsk of ice- 

Ing mud circulation in the hole before reaching the depth of the canyon bottom. Direc- 

tionai iy dril led holes are also unstable and could easily cot lapse before drl iing is 
completed. Dlrectionai drii iing does not appear to be a complete soiutlon to the problem; 

In addltlon, production becanes a problem--equipment suffers excessive wear and thus 

increases maintenance costs. Also, because of these increased costs, life of the wei is 

would be reduced and would not accanpllsh maxlmum recovery of the resource. 
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Table 3-7. 

Estimated Oil d, Gas 8 CO2 Reserves for Cultural Emphasis Areas. 

Cu ltur al 
---- 

01 I Gas 

emphasis areas (barrels) (mcf 7 

Cahone Canyon* 

Cross Canyon 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon 

Total __ 

369,000 738,000 

371,000 743,000 

206,000 412,000 

946,000 1,892,OOO 

Source : BLM Data 1984. 

Note: Colorado only. Estimates are 11% (wildcat ratlo) of the 

reserves calculated fran data fran nearby producing fields as decribed 

under the Resource Conservation Alternat Ive. 

* Cahone Canyon may also contain 46,118 mncf of Cop. 
Assuming a large number of directional ly dr i I led production wel Is around the three 

 boundaries, these wel Is would never be able to entirely drain the reservoirs that 

exist In the area, using current technology and wel I spacing patterns. Max imum 

e distance for an oil well is 0.25-mile radius fran the well; for a gas well, a 

foot radius. The opinions arrived at from consultations are that the three canyons 

not be fully explored or produced strictly by dlre-ctlonal drll ling methods. A 

sional estimate, based on current technology for dlrectional drll llng, is that 75 to 
ercent of the reserves shown in Table 3-7 could be recarered. However, advances in 

logy by industry may result In better recovery techniques that would reduce this 

The majorlfy of resource losses would be in Cross Canyon, with a minor amount in 

/Papoose Canyon due to the width of the canyon trim-to-rim). 

All three canyons are within or adjacent to the Sand Canyon KGS and the McElmo and 

Canyon un ltlzed areas. Commun itized areas exlst between Squaw/Papoose and Cahone 

s and are approximately two miles north of the northern boundary of the Cross Canyon 

(B. Kershaw, personal conmun. 1984 1. 

In addition to the 880 acres of current sand and gravel permits, 400 acres would be 

le on Ewing Mesa to provide for future demand of these resources. Although this is 

00-acre reduction fran the Resource Wfllzation AlternatIve, this acreage should be 

te for future demand In the Durango area. 

Disposing of public lands (while reserving the minerals to the Federal government) 

l result In 21,800 additional acres bf spl It estate management, which wi I I add 

imately 7.3 percent more split estate lands. 

ORV closures associated with the cultural resources, recreation, and wlldllfe 

ms nil I require mining claimants to file a Plan of Operations under 43 CFR 3809 

d of a Not Ice of Intent. 
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This alternatlve would have approxlmtely 34,000 acres (3%) of minerals wlthdrawn. 

The removal of the proposed mlneral wlthdrawal on the McElmo Research Natural Area (400 

acres) should be a positive Impact to the minerals program. 

Federal coal for exploration and development would be avallable on 1,480 acres In the 

Nucla KRCRA (26.6 mllllon tons) and 46,000 acres (1.5 billion tons) In the Durango KRCRA. 
The East Cortez KJXCRA would not be available for possible future coal leasing (a loss of 

approx. 30 mll llon tons). 

No signlflcant Impacts frcm the ACEC deslgnatlon are expected to the minerals 

program. 

Summary 

The greatest Impacts to mlnerals under the Proposed Plan are the no-surface occupancy 

resirlct Ions In the Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons and Menefee and Weber moun- 

ta In areas. All lnformatlon Indicates a high potential for oil and gas reserves In these 

areas with llmlted posslbilltles, given current technology, of fully exploring or produc- 

Ing those reserves that have no-surface occupancy restrlctlons Imposed. Dlrectlonal drll- 

I Ing does not appear to be the canp\ete solution In the Cross, Cabne, and Squaw/Papoose 

canyons and Is not a viable alternative for the present producing zones In or near Menefee 

and Weber mountains. Thls alternative could result In losses of approximately 5.7 mllllon 

barrels of 011, 3.9 mll lion cubic feet of gas , and 46 bll lion cubic feet of CO2. 

The designation of the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilderness would cause a possible 

loss of 4.2 bll lion cubic feet of gas and some locatable minerals (gold, silver, uranlum 
and vanad I urn). 

The production and use of coal, oil and gas, and other minerals are lrreverslble 

canmltments of natural resources. To the extent they are developed In thls alternative, 

there will be Irreversible and lrretrlevable commitments of resources. 

Vegetation 

Impacts to vegetation would be slmllar to those listed under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative, except that more sites would be converted from poor lo falr 

condltlon and from falr to good condltlon. Flgure 3-4 projects the expected changes In 

vegetatlon condltlon In the long term (unclasslfled vegetation conditions are presently 

unknown, but changes wll I probably occur over the term of the plan). 

Range Improvements and treatmnts proposed would be needed to Implement management 
actions and would have posltlve Impacts to vegetation. Many of the projected Improvements 
would lead to Improved Ilvestock dlstrlbutlon and the productlon of better quality and 

quantity of llvestock forage and uould have beneflclal effects on livestock productlon. 

Addltlonal forage may be produced as a result of timber and woodland harvestlng. 

Vegetatlon, especially any TLE species, would be protected by deslgnatlng the Dolores 

River Canyon WSA as wilderness. 
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Summary 

In the long term, the overall types and productivity of forage species produced on 

public lands would improve under this alternatlve. 

Properly placing and designing Improvement projects could lessen some of the possibly 

adverse Impacts to vegatatlon. 

Soils and Water 

Impacts would ba sfmilar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative, 

except that only the Dolores River Canyon WSA would be reconmended for wilderness. 

Summary 

Implementing the Proposed Plan wcu\d result In slgniflcant decreases in erosion, 

sediment, and sallnlly yields and would provide protection to domestlc and munlclpal water 

sources. 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

Impacts due to livestock grazing and oil and gas leasing are similar to those 

descr lbed under the Resource Conservat Ion Alternat Ive. 

Range and habltat condition could be expected to Improve on 810,000 acres. As .many 

as 9,040 acres would ba treated under wlld\lfe progran funding. Approximately 12.4 miles 

of rlparlan habltat would be Improved with lnstream structures and fencing. Water 

development would Improve 11,200 acres of habitat. 
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Lands disposal would eliminate 2.1 percent of existing wildlife habitat and 8 miles 

of riparian habitat. Crucial big game winter range losses (600 ac) may be locally 

significant due to cumulative impacts primarily caused by private land development. 

Long-tens ‘impacts lo big game migration routes between Durango and Bayf ieid are also due 

primarily to private land developmsnt. Dlsposing of 560 acres in those areas will 

accentuate the problem. 

Coal leasing would not significantly affect wildlife populations. Sand and gravel 

mining could have locally significant cumulative impacts on deer and elk herds east of 

Durango In conjunction with private land development and private coal. 

Designating the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilderness would protect undeveloped 

wlldllfe habitat and would not signfficantly affect implementing the wildlife program. 

Nondesignation for the other WSAs could result In road development and habitat loss 

associated with locatable mining activities. 

Wildllfe habitat should benefit from the designation of the ACEC due to not-e 

intensive management. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions should improve over the majority of the 
planning area due to more Intensive management of wildlife habltat, livestock grazing, 

soils and water, and vegetation. River otters, bighorn sheep, bald eagles and peregrine 

falcons should benefit frcm management protection. Land disposal could cause losses of 

riparian values and winter ranges. 

Aquatic and Riparian Wildlife 

As previnusiy noted in the Resource Conservation Alternative, the development of AMPS 

will greatly benefit the aquatic and rlparian habltat resource. However, present downward 

trends are expected to significantly affect approximately 94 miles of aquatic habitat and 

will have unquantiflable impacts to an additional 306 miles of stream habitat. When AMPS 

are implemented, habitat conditions are expected to improve for reasons similar to those 
given under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

it Is anticipated that wildlife management activities will have significant, positive 

impacts lo 94 ml les of aquatic and riparian habitat. However, without father monitoring 

of the remaining 306 miles of stream habitat, impacts cannot be quantified. Unless 

activity plans and specific habitat improvements are developed and implemented, the trend 
toward deterioration will probably continue, especially on those stream miles where habi- 

tat quality is not of a high enough priority to warrant improvement practices. Baseline 

data collection is crltlcal to incorporate aquatic and rlparian objectives into activity 

plans. These impacts are expected to be both significant and adverse, unless these 

baseline studies are conducted. 

Short-term, localized Impacts are expected to be signif icant from constructing 

recreation facii itles. In addition, some long-term Impacts to aquatic and riparian habl- 

tat from increased fisherman and visitor use VIII occur but are presently unquantiflable. 

Long-term, beneficial impacts are anticipated on those fisheries associated with portlons 

of the San Miguel and Dolores rivers due to expected increases in pubi lc and interagency 
support for habltat improvement and HP implementation. 
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Soils and water management activities will result In long-term improvements to the 

aquatic and riparian habitat by decreasing sediment, salinity, and pollution caused by 

heavy metals. 

Summary 

it is anticipated that I ivestock grazing activitfes wil I have scme adverse impacts in 

the short term until AMPS have been implemented. As activity plans are ccmpleted, there 

should be long-term, beneficial impacts to at least 94 stream miles. Also, trends on the 

remaining approximately 306 miles of streem habitat should improve following baseline data 

collection and Incorporating aquatic and rlparlan obJectives into the AMPS. There will be 

significant beneficial Impacts due to wildlife management activities on approximately 94 
ml les of stream habitat. However, the remaining 306 miles of stream habitat may have 

significant adverse impacts tmtil inventories and(or) monitoring are ccmpleted where 

areas which need improvement are identified and implemented. Recreation users and soils 

and water should receive beneflclal Impacts. No signif icant impacts are expected from 

other activities, except mineral development, where impact assessments WI I I be considered 

on case-by-case bases. 

Livestock Grazing 

Under this alternative, an initial reduction of 22,461 AUMs is proposed on al I al lot- 

mants, which would result in a decrease of 33 percent of the current active preference. 

These initial adJustments are needed to help achieve the management actions developed for 

each allotment in the win Category (see Appendlx Nine-A In the Draft RMP). Appendix 

Nine-E displays the reccmmended changes in AU& for al I allotments (see Draft MP). 

The short-term impacts to livestock grazing are partially mitigated because during 
the 1980 through 1982 grazing seasons; non-use amounted to 13,881 AU&. This non-use 

would be a portion of the initial downward adjustment proposed in this alternative. The 

Impacts would therefore be somewhat mitigated since the net reduction from recent actual 

use would be approximately 7,580 AU%. in the long term, 73,601 .AUMs would be available 

for livestock use or an Increase of 13 percent of the cvrent active preference. This 

projected increase of llvestock forage is dependent on implementing grazing systems, 
instal l I ng range improvements , and establishing land treatments to increase forage 

productlvily, improve distribution patterns, and convert potentially suitable sites to 

sultable sites. Table 3-8 sumtnsrizes the Initial and long-term changes proposed In 

current active preference. 

The Impacts to each livestock operator would vary according to how grazing use In the 

allotment fits Into the yearlong ranch operation. Increases or decreases of more than 15 

percent of current authorized use would normally be phased in for a five-year period, thus 

allowing the operator to secure alternative pasture or forage andfor) to reduce herd size. 
Adverse impacts are projected on meeting AMP obJectives on the Dry Creek Basin and 

Disappointment Valley AMPS due to managing horses in the Spring Creek Basin area to keep 

their wild and free roaming status. 

Wilderness designation of the Dolores River Canyon WSA would have no significant 

short- or long-term impacts to I ivestock grazing management. 

Designation of the Anasazi Culture Multlple Use Area as an ACEC would benefit 

livestock management through more intensive management. 
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Summary 

Short-term impacts to I ivestock grazing are partly mitigated by the non-use that has 

typlcal ly occurred; however, there would be losses to I ivestock operators due to lowered 

I ivestock product Ion. in the long term, I lvestock operators shou I d real Ize slgn I f icant 

Increases in livestock production. 

Through proper mitigation, most adverse impacts due to reductions to livestock 

grazlng management could be avoided. The removal of the wild horses could have long-term, 

pos:tlve benefits on I lvestock grazing management. 

Wild Horses 

Impacts would be slmllar to those described in the Resource Utilization Alternative. 

Forestry 

Range maintenance of existing chainings reduces the potential woodland produdlon by 

eradicatlrg young plnyon-jun lper stands. Since this acreage Is not part of the woodland 

base, these actions would have no impacts to the sustained yield harvest level. Chaining 

mature plnyon-juniper will reduce the sustained yield base. Livestock grazing management 

will chain 3,050 acres of pinyon-juniper in the next 10 years, which will reduce the 

woodland base by 7 percent and result in a productlon loss of 92 cords per year over the 
long term. Assuming that chaining continues, the woodland base could be reduced over the 

long term. 

Roller chopplng of existing chaining for wildlife habltat improvement reduces the 

potential wood land production. Since this acreage is not part of the woodland base, these 

actions would have no impacts to the sustalned ylold harvest level. Burning and crushing 
stagnated oak stands can eventually result in species and growth more favorable to 

forestry. The Impacts could not be considered sign if Icant. 

Withdrawals frcm timber and woodland production include the areas of Silverton, the 

Dolores River, Lenron Dam and Val lectto Lake, and Menefee and Weber mountain areas. Wood 
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Table 3-8. 
Changes in Grazing Use Under the Proposed Plan. 

Grazing use 

Total Net change In AUMs 

AUMs AUMs Percent 

Current active preference 64,232 -- -- 

Initial adjustment 42,771 -22,461 -33 

Long-term adjustment 73,601 +9,369 +13 

Source:, BLM Data 1984. 
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fiber production losses as a result of these withdrawals are approximately 126 RBF each 

year. When looking at the total tlmber and woodland production for the region, the yearly 

losses of 126 HBF are inslgnlficant. 

Although no timber harvesting Is allowed In the WSAs, the avaflable forest land wil I 

remain in the sustained yield base until the area has been designated as wilderness. No 

available forest land was identlfled In the Dolores River Canyon WSA; thus, there would be 

no impacts to forestry. 

Road and pad construction as a result of mineral activities can have both beneficial 

and adverse Impacts. The losses of product ion and Improved access are so mln imal that the 

Impacts are not sign if Icant. 

Land disposal act ions could reduce the commercial timber base by 23 percent and 

result in production losses of 148 MBF per year. The woodland base could be reduced by 11 

percent wlth a productlon loss of 140 cords per year, not significant impacts. 

Placing canmercial forest under intensive management should result In future yields 

that double the existing unmanaged stand yields. Timber yield Increases associated with 

the smal l BLM timber base are insign if lcant when conpared with total timber product ion for 

this region. Placing the rroodland species under management Is significant because, for 

the first time, the woodland base Is recognized as a legitimate resource and-will be 

managed for a sustained yield of wood fiber. 

Summary 

Total forest productlon loss associated with existing and proposed management action 

could be 390 MBF per year (780 cords/yr). When conpared WI th the expected yearly demand 

of 35 MMBF and anticipated timber production by private, State and other Federal agencies 

wlthin the region, thls loss is lnslgnificant. Vegetation treatments by range and land 

dlsposal actions could reduce the woodland sustained yield base by 18 percent In the next 

10 years. Continuing these actions would have substantial Impacts over the long term* 

Recreation 

Livestock grazing, mineral resources, public land disposal, wildlife management and 

forestry Impacts would be the same as those listed under the Resource Conservation 

Alternatlve. 

Historic motorized use In the Dolores River Canyon WSA could not continue because It 

would be closed to ORVs. In the long term, opportrnlties for primltlve recreation, 

control led through intenslve management, are no longer available In existing settlrtgs 

except In the Dolores River Canyon WSA. 

Wilderness designation of the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilderness would have long- 

term, positive Impacts to recreation by continuing to provide primitive recreation experi- 
ences In an ecotype not wel I represented in the NWPS. Nonw i I derness des ignat ion of the 

other seven WSAs could adversely affect the primltlve recreation experience since mineral 

development could occur and associated roads and facilities could be constructed. 

Impacts to cultural resources and wild horses would be similar to those listed under 

the Resource Util lzatlon Alternatlve. 
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Impacts to soils and water would be similar to those Itsted under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative, but with less positive influence on public experiences. 

The continued deslgnation of the McElmo RNA would have positive impacts to research 

occurrl ng in the area. Continuing the present no-surface occupancy stipulations for 01 I 

and gas leasing would also have posltlve impacts. 

ACEC designation of the Anasazl Culture Multiple Use Area wouid have long-term 

impacts through increased vlsitor use and resource protection. Designation would provide 
increased opportun itles for public recreation experiences and cultural resources inter- 

pretat ion and research. 

Summary 

Protect1 ng and enhancing retreat ion resources by management and devel opmant restr ic- 

t ions would have long-term positive impacts to recreation. WI l derness designation of the 

Dolores River Canyon WSA and ACEC designation would have positive, long-term Impacts to 

recreat’ion opportun lties and settings. 

Cultural Resources 

Managing port ions of the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wi I derness wi I I have long-term, 

positive benefits for approximately 40 archaeologic and historic sites. Positive Impacts 

due to access control and vandal Ism reduction wil I occur. Some sl tes wll I be removed fran 

research but not from interp-etatlon due to the seasonal recreation boating use. Impacts 

will be beneficial and could be significant. Add1 tlonal inventory for protect ion and 

stabilization could be delayed. Some Increases in vlsltation can be expected, but a 

management plan wll I avoid impacts via visitor channeling and interpretation. 

Restrictive ORV use and no-surface occupancy stlpulattons for oil and gas leases on 

Cross, Cahone and Squaw/Papoose canyons and the Tabeguache Creek area wll I have a signlf i- 

‘cant benef iclal affect on approximately 2,400 archaeoioglc and historic sites. Nondeslg- 

nation of these four WSAs could allow increased development activities. The resultant 

development could heavily affect many sites due to Increased vandalism. No signlflcant 

impacts will result If patrol levels are adequate. There wil I be no slgnlf icant Impacts 

to cultural resources due to nondesignatlon of Weber and Menefee mountains and McKenna 

Peak WSAs. Long-term impacts will occur to the setting of signlf lcant cultural resources 

not protected by mineral withdrawals In Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons. 

The development of pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases and mining claims In Cross, Cahone, 

and Squaw/Papoose canyons would have impacts similar to those described under the Resource 

Ut ll izat!:a Alternatlve (see p. 3-40). 

AMPS uil I have beneficial impacts to an unknown number of archaeologic and historic 

sites. Increases in allotment planning vla proJects, fences, and l lvestock dlstr1butlon 

*II I reduce Impacts to sites from tramp1 Ing, the pr lmary impact of I ivestock grazl ng. 

Increases in numbers of livestock will likely have long-term significant effects on 

an unknorrn number of archaeologic and hlstorlc sites vla trampling, especially in the 
Sacred Mountain area and near water resources. intensive lnventorles near water sources 
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and a strong data base in site areas will lessen Impacts through avoidance; if these 

measwes are undertaken, no significant Impacts should occur. 

Maintaining 18,000 acres of vegetation treatment may have permanent negative effects 

on approximately 1,100 archaeologic and hlstorlc sltes. Avoidance measures are assumed; 

however, inadvertent damage may occur In the Sacred Mountain area where sl te densities are 

especial ly high. A strong inventory base and close nronttorlng should avotd most of these 

impact 5. 

New vegetation treatments to 22,000 acres may permanently affect approximately 1,400 

archaeologic and hlstorlc sltes. Inadvertent damage to sites in hlgh density areas, 

especial ly the Sacred Mountain area, may occur. Adequate inventories in these areas and 

Intensively monitoring al I projects wll l reduce these Impacts so they are not signif Icant. 

%intaining and instal llng range improvement projeds may have some Impacts to an 

unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites. Any damage would be low and inadver- 

tent. Al I projects wll I use avoidance vla stipulations. Inadvertent damage wil I be much 

less If more supervision and monitoring are done. 

Managing Weber and Menefee mountains for recreation values and ORV closure WI I I have 

long-term, beneficial impacts to approxinmtely 10 archaeologic and historic sites. Some 

protection to these sites will be afforded via monitoring and management restrlctions; 

thus, no significant impacts will occur. 

Managlng the Sllverton SRMA would be similar to those impacts listed under the 

Resource Conservation Al ternat ive. 

Disposing of 21,800 acres of public lands will have no signlflcant impacts to archae- 

ologic, sacred, or hlstorlc sites. Class II I (intensive) inventories will generally be 
done on al I parcels identlfled, and, if significant cultural values are found, these lands 

will no longer be considered sultable for land exchange or sale, unless they were being 

transferred to another Federal or State agency that would provide similar protection. 

Managing public land for erosion and sediment control may have positive, long-term 

impacts to approximately 25 archaeologic and historic sites. Erosion control measures may 

prevent losses of al I or portions of these sl tes, wh Ich could be sign iflcant if control 

measures are targeted to cultural resources protection. Additional inventory will be 

needed to identify locations and needs. There is a low Ilkelihood that Inadvertent damage 

to approximately 200 archaeologic and historic sites may occur If adequate inventories are 

not canpleted and monltorlng levels are low. 

Developing watershed management plans will likely have long-term, positive impacts to 

an unknown number of archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Through management plans, effects 
on some sites from erosion can be avoided or mitigated before information losses occur. 

These impacts are probably not significant for the short term but could be for the long 

term. 

Managing 46,000 acres for salinity control may have permanent impacts to approxi- 

mately 180 archaeologic and historic sites. These would result from Inadvertent activity 

related to project instal lation and wi l l be greatly reduced with adequate inventories and 

close supervision In sensitive areas, all of which are in low site density areas. 
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Inventory and mitigation of point sources of acid mine drainage in the Silverton area 

may have negative impacts to an unknown number of historic sites. Since most of these 

acid sources are mlne portals, care will need to be taken to avoid and mitigate impacts to 

any significant historic sites. If this and construction monitoring are done, no sign if I- 

cant impacts wit I occur. 

With 4,710 acres per decade of canmercial and nonccmmerclal forest sales, there Is a 

moderate likelthood that approximately 100 archaeologic and hlstorlc sites *II I suffer 

some form of permanent damage. This will not be slgniflcant if adequate inventory data 
are acoumulated to provide for their avoidance (and possibly mitigation) and if close 

supervision of the timber sales is undertaken. Inadvertent impacts will likely occur In 

some cases where increases In access wil I bring vandals to the sites. These impacts are 

not expected to be high for the proposed acreages, as they lie In low site denslty areas. 

Impacts due to wildlife management activities will be the same as those listed under 

the Current Management Alternative, except that habitat improvement projects may have 

permanent effects on 155 archaeologic and historic sites if inventory levels are low and 

monitoring personnel are unavailable. 

General ly impacts from oil and gas and CC2 operations, DOE lease tracts, and hard 

rock mining are similar In degee to those discussed in the Resource Conservation 

Alternatlve; however, there are slight differences because Cahone, Cross, and 

Squaw/Papoose canyon areas are not now being withdrawn fran mineral entry under the 

Proposed Plan. 

The increasing levels of sand and gravel operatlons on Ewing Mesa *II I likely have 

permanent effects to approximately 25 archaeologic and historic sites. Sites directly 

affected by gravel operations wil I be mitigated if not assessed as valuable in place. No 

slgnlf lcant impacts wil I occur here. However, inadvertent damage may occur to a few sites 

because of visibility and increases in accesslbllity to the public land on the mesa top. 

Coal leaslng of 1,480 acres near Nucia wtll affect approximately 60 sites. Since 

this would be a strip mining operation, data recovery on al I sites may be needed. No 
sign lf icant impacts would occur, but data recovery would be costly. 

Coal leasing on 46,000 acres In the Durango KRCRA may have permanent negative effects 

to approximately 280 archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Since most mining here will be 

underground, impacts wil I be primarily from increased access to mining activity, bringing 

increases in visltation and vandallsm. Inadvertent losses should be minimal. bore 
attention to avoidance and data recovery should be glven to areas with high potential for 

subsidence and sites near access roads and mine portals. Slte-specif Ic Inventories wil I 

be necessary. Most of this land Is private surface and will require coordination with 

landowners for access to do cultural resources work. 

The designation of the Anasazl Culture Multlple Use Area as an ACEC wll I have a 

posltlve impact to cultural resources through more intensive monlforing and supervision of 

the cultural resources. 

Summary 

The Proposed Plan wil I have net benef lclal Impacts to cultural resources through 
developing C%lPs and reductions in access. Llvestock grazing plans and recreation 
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management.wil I also have over-al I benefits to cultural resources. Mineral entry and 

access Into remote areas will increase potential damage to sites frcm vandalism for the 

short term. However, long-term impacts to the setting of these sites will be signlflcant 

if mineral entry is al lowed, especial ly into Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons. 
Increases ln patrol and monltorlng mlneral actions wil I benefit cultural resources in 

reducing vandallsm. The Anasazl Heritage Center wtl I fmprove cultural resources manage- 

ment through increased awareness, while also providing a focus for cultural resources 

education. 

The designation of the Anasazl Culture Multiple Use Area as an ACEC wll l have a 

positive impact to cultural resources through more Intensive monlioring and supervision. 

Visual Resources 

Approximately 30 percent of the important landscape areas within the planning area 

are not identified for special visual management. Impacts to scenic values could occur 

fran multiple resource development projects that would be al lowed with moderate to hlgh 

vlsual contrast. 

Summary 

Other important landscape areas would receive VFU4 Class 1 or 11 management, which 

would tend to maintain visual resources on 70 percent of the Important landscape areas 

within the planning area. 

Wllderness 

WI lderness des ignat Ion for the Dolores River Canyon WSA would have long-term, 

positive Impacts to the wilderness resource, including enhancing natural values and adding 

to outstandlng opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation. 

Nonwllderness status for the other seven WSAs would have long-term, adverse impacts 

to the WI lderness resource. Future mineral development and associated roads and facili- 

ties could significantly alter the natural landscape and opportllnlties In the reglon for 

solitude and prlmltlve recreation. Pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases and mining claims exist 

in Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons and Weber Mountain WSAs. These pre-FLPMA 

rights could ba developed, regardless of management proposed in thls and any of the other 

alternatives, and are, therefore, not impacts specifically associated with this alterna- 

tive. A moderate probability exists for development of these mineral rights during the 

term of the plan. Mineral development has a low probablllty of occurrlng In the other 

three WSAs. Nondesignation of the seven WSAs would be a natlonal long-term loss of 

ecologlcal systems and landforms that are not currently part of or may never be Included 

In the NWPS. 

Wildlife viewing opportunities would be enhanced in the Dolores River Canyon WSA by 

the relntroductlon of blghorn sheep and river otters. 

A loss of supplemental values associated wlth the removal of wild horses from the 

McKenna Peak area wou Id occur. 

Implementing intensive grazing management in Cross Canyon and portions of the McKenna 

Peak WSAs could be long-term, it-reversible and Irretrievable losses of the wilderness 

resource. 
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Hat-vesting wood products would not be encouraged in the nonsul table WSAs; however, 

limited impacts to wilderness values could occur due to removing wood products. 

Withdrawing al i forms of mineral entry on the Dolores Rivet- Canyon WSA wil I preserve 
and protect the natural landscapes. HOwever, some pre-FLPMA mlnlng claims or mineral 

leases could adversely affect the wilderness values in the @lores River Canyon WSA should 
they be devei oped . 

The WSAs indicated as nonsuitable (Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, Weber 

and Menefee mountains, McKenna Peak, and Tabeguache Creek WSAs) could al I have mineral 

develcpment that would adversely affect wilderness values, in spite of the no-surface 

occupancy provisions of the Proposed Plan. Coal and oil and gas potentially are found In 

association with the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs. No coal deveicpment wii I be al lowed 
on the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs, but pt-e-FLPMA oi I and gas leases exist in the 

Weber Mountain WSA. The Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyon WSAs would be protected 

in the future from new oil and gas development; however, pre-FLPMA leases exist which, if 

developed (moderate to high probability), would slgnlficantly affect wilderness values. 

The potentlai is much less probable (low) for the McKenna Peak, Menefee Mountain, and 
Tabeguache Creek WSAs to be developed for their mineral potential. 

Locatable minerals could also have significant impacts to wliderness values. Pre- 

FLPMA mining claims exist in signif icant quantities In Tabeguache Creek, McKenna Peak, and 

Squaw/Papoose, Dolores Rlver and Cross canyon WSAs. The potential for this impact to 

occur is probably highest In Cross and Squaw/Papoose canyon WSAs. The potent I ai Impacts 

fran developing minerals could have significant, long-term irreversible, irretrievable 

Impacts to the wilderness resource. No vai id1 ty determinations have been performed on any 

of these mining claims. 

SIX of the WSAs reconmended unsuitable (except McKenna Peak) would receive Class I I 

vlsuai protectlon concerning construction of ROWS, which does not preclude development but 

provides high visual protection. Developing the ROWS could stil I possibly adversely 

affect wilderness values. 

Wilderness values could be degraded if significant projects are undertaken in the 

McKenna Peak WSA to reduce erosion and sai inity. 

Summary 

The seven WSAs not reconmended suitable for wilderness designation have a moderate to 

high potential for degradation of natural values if not desigated wilderness, primarily 

as a result of mineral development. The potential is high for this Impact to occur in 

Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons and Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs and portions 
of the McKenna Peak WSA. The impacts would be losses of solitude, primitive recreation, 

naturalness, supplemental values, and diversity in the NWPS. 

Wilderness values would be enhanced by the wilderness designation of the Dolores 
River Canyon WSA as opportunities for solitude, primitive recreation, and diversity in the 

NWPS wil I be enhanced. 

Wilderness opportunities and values have a high probability of being lost in the 

other WSAs due to mineral, range, and sai in ii-y management and ecu id be considered 

permanent I asses of w I I derness resources. 
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Lands 

Impacts would be similar to those described under the Resource Conservat Ion 

Alternative for land disposal , except approximately 2 percent of the public land would be 

disposed of andfor) consol idated. 

Fire 

Impacts would be slmllar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternatlve. 

Economics 

The Proposed 2lan projects BLM investments of 52.3 mll I Ion over a ten-year period 

with a moderate degree of management emphasis on al I resources. This level of investment 

and management emphasis would result in annual gains of approximately $13 million In 1994 

and $14 milllon In 2000 in increased total personal inccme within the planning area. 

Improvements In vegetation condition and wildlife habitat would take place with only 

small increases In wlldlife and livestock numbers for either the short or tong term. tin- 

sequently, no substantial changes in hunting or grazing revenues are projected despite 

expenditures of $1 mil lion to I ivestock grazing, $530,000 to wild I I fe and 6450,000 to 

soils and water projects. Improvements in vegetation condition and wildlife habitat could 

bring substantial returns. 

Revenues from fishing are expected to increase moderately given quatlc and rlparlan 

habl tat Improvements and expend I tures of $358,000. Management focus on recreation, 

tourism, and cultural resources reach their hlgh with additional annual tourist expendi- 
tures increasing by $10 million. Oi I and gas production may be expected to Increase 

moderately by an annual value of $1.5 mll lion in 1994. 

Table 3-9 compares the economic effects of the Proposed Plan to basel\ne projectIonS 

for 1994 and 2000 and II lustrates expected changes in population, employment, per capita 

income, and total personal income brought about by projected hunting, grating, fishing, 

tourism, and oil and gas levels. 

BLM management of public land is shown In Table 3-9 to cause no greater than a 1.2 

percent change In any economic indicator when vlewlng the entIre planning area. No 

significant impacts are projected within any econonic sector of the individual counties 

within the planning area. However, a population Increase of sore than 500 persons 1s 

projected to occur in Montezuma and La Plata counties by 1994 due to Increased levels of 

tour I sm. Social changes are expected to be Inconsequential given minimal economic 
changes. 
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Table 3-9. Econonlc Impacts Under the Proposed Plan. 

-- _1--- ----- --- 
Per capita To%T personal 

Income income (1983 income - (thousands 

sources Population dol lars) of 1983 dollars) _1_------ Employment -- ----------.w 

Year 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

-- ----- 

Hunt 1 ng 

Grazing 

Flshlng 

Tour I sm 

Oil & Gas 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

14 15 4 4 -1 -1 34 40 
3 2 77 79 -4 -4 1,268 1,391 

1,143 1,274 525 542 -14 -16 10,229 11,089 

100 102 45 45 2 2 1 276 _---__I_.-- 1,311 

Subtota I 1,260 1,393 651 670 -17 -19 12,807 13,831 

Base1 ine 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 10247,538 

Total 

Percent 

charge 

109,173 123,161 53,829 60,327 10,322 10,226 1,128,551 1,261,369 

1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 0 0 1.1 1.1 

Note: See Appendix 8 for methodology. 

Source: RLM Data 1984. 
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SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Thls sectlon ldentlfles the trade-offs between short-term use and long-term produc- 

tlvlty of the resources Involved in the alternatlves. For this analysls, short term 

refers to the period Involved for implementing the plan fwlthln approx. 10 years) and long 

term refers to a Xl-year period (unless otherwise noted under a speclflc resource). 

Energy and Minerals 

No leasing or wlthdrawal fran mineral entry restrictions proposed by various 

resources would create long-term, adverse effects on mineral development, which would vary 

by alternatlve fro-n 1 percent to 15 percent of the planning area. 

Vegetation 

For al I alternatives in the short term, vegetation would be disturbed on vegetation 

manlpulatlon areas, timber harvest sites, and mIneral development locations. Vegetation 

disturbance could occur on more acreage under the Resource Utlllzatlon Alternative. A 

sign1 f icant, long-term Increase in vegetation production could occur for the Resource 

Utlllzation Alternative and the Proposed Plane Vegetation cwer would reestab l I sh on 

dlsturbed areas, and there would be an increase In plant vigor, forest growth and repro- 

duct ions, seed I I ng estab l I shment, I ltter accumulation, and overal I vegetation 

Improvement. 

Soils and Water 

In the short term, soll losses would Increase slightly from vegetation manlpulatlon, 

timber harvesting, and mineral development under al I the alternatlves. The most crucial 

short-term soil losses would occur under the Resource Utilization Alternatlve. The least 

amounts of loss would result under the Current Management Alternatlve. In the long term 

(under all alternatives, except for the Current Management Alternative), increased vegeta- 
tion production and ground cover would slgniflcantly reduce soil losses, thus providing 

long-term net Improvements to the sol1 resources. 

In the short term, water quality conditions would decline under all alternatIves 

because of vegetation manipulations and other soll-disturblng actlvltles. The Resource 

Ut I l I zat Ion Alternative proposes the most man ipu lat Ion projects. In the long term (for 

al l alternatives, except for the Current Management Alternative), water qual I ty lmprove- 

merits would be expected because of water treatment pro]ects and vegetat Ion reestablish- 

ment. The Resource Conservation Alternative Identlfles the most projects that would 

increase water qual I ty. 

Wildlife 

Terrestrial. In the short term, big game forage and habitat would decrease because 

of vegetation manipulation projects. The Resource Ut II lzatlon Alternative proposes the 

most acres for manlpulatlon. In the long term, as vegetation for forage and habltat 

reestablishes, only the Resource Utll ization Alternatlve proposes a significant Increase 

in big game populations. 

Aquatic. In the short term, aquatic and riparlan habltat could decline in quality, 

pending Improved management act Ions, would be most notlceable In the Resource Utilization 

Alternat lve. Al I alternat Ives, except the Current Management Alternative, should Improve 
aquatlc and rlparlan conditions over the long term. 
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SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Llvestock Grazing 

In the short term, lnltlal stocking rates of AUMs would be decreased because of 
vegetation man ipuiatlon projects , most evident In the Resource Conservation Alternative 

and least evfdent In the Current Management Alternative. In the long term, as vegetation 

cwer Is reestablished, forage productlvlly would increase, allowing Increases In avail- 

ab ie for age. These increases would not occur In the Current Management Alternative but 

would occur In the other alternatives, with the greatest increases occurrlng in the 

Resource Ut i I I zat ion Alternative. 

Wlid Horses 

Short-term impacts to wild horses would be mlnlmal under all alternatives, except 

under the Resource Utiilzatlon Alternative and Proposed Plan, where the horses would be 

removed. Long-term impacts would be general iy positive under al I aiternat Ives except 

under the Resource Utli izatlon Aiternatlve and Proposed Plan. 

Forestry 

No sign if lcant, short-term impacts uoui d occur under any aiternatlves. The maJor 

long-term Impact Is Increased production due to more intensive management of the forest 
resource, which would be most notable in the Resource Utilization Alternative and the 

Proposed Plan. 

Recreation 

In the short term, recreation activities on public land such as camping, hunting, 

f lshlng, and boating would remaln constant In al I the aiternatlves. In the long term, 

however, recreation opportunities could increase in al I alternatives. The Increases would 

result through more access, better developed sites, increases In water yield and quality, 

and better blg game habltat resulting in Increased game population. The Resource 

Utillration Aiternatlve proposes the largest Increase in vlsllor use. 

Cultural Resources 

For ai I alternatlves In the short term, cultural resources could benefit because the 

increased project work would create cultural inventory needs and land clearances on lands 

that are affected by the projects. Increases in access brought about by the Resource 

Utliizatlon Alternative and the Current Management Alternative will have slgnlf Icant, 

long-term adverse impacts due to Increases In vandal lsm. The areas ldentifled as emphasis 

areas would benefit In the short term and long term under all alternatives except under 

the Current Management Alternative. Ai i other long-term effects to cultural resources 

would be insignificant. 

Wilderness 

Wliderness designation would provide for both short- and long-term protection for 

identlfled wilderness values due to restrlctlons on development actlvltles. Ceslgnating 

WSAs as wilderness would have long-term posltlve impacts by preserving ecological systems 
to benef It future generations. 
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SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Nonwilderness designation of the WSAs would have both short- and long-term adverse 
impacts to the wilderness values by possible future disturbance and degradation. 

Econom I cs 

In the short term and long term, socioeconomic conditions in the planning area would 

not be significantly affected by management proposals under any of the alternatives. 
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IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

This section identlfles the extent to which the alternatives would lrreverslbly limit 

potential uses of the land and resources. Irreversible and irretrievable canmltments of 

resources occur when a wide range of future optlons Is hindered. 

Energy and Minerals 

Designating existing WSAs as wilderness would result in irreversible and irretriev- 

able losses of mineral development in those areas. The leaslng and mining of coal, oil A 

gas, Cop, and uranium and vanadium reserves would result in Irreversible and Irretriev- 

able losses of the resources that are extracted and the resources that would remain as 

unrecoverable. Extents of these impacts would vary greatly depending on particular 

dwelopment of the resource. 

Sol Is 

Minor so11 losses would be irretrlwably canmitted in areas of vegetation 

manipulation, timber harvesting, and mineral development. 

Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife 

Wild Ii fe habitat lost through land exchanges or sales, long-term energy development, 

urban expansion, and project implementation would be irretrievably and irreversibly lost. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the Current Management and Resource Ut If lratlon alternatives, access into 

remote regions of the planning area, especially In the Squaw/Papoose, Ct-oss-Cahone and the 
Dolores River canyons and the Tabeguache Creek areas nil I degrade the quality of these 

areas for the educational and recreation appreciat Ion of thelr important cultural 

resources. It wi I I also have permanent, Irreversible direct Impacts to a large number of 

sites due to vandalism. 

Lands 

Public land disposal would result In irreversible and irretrievable losses of 

administrative control and public uses for al I resource values except minerals. 

Wilderness 

Not designating ex/st/ng WSAs would result In irrwerslble and Irretrievable losses 
of wilderness values. 

NET ENEfGY ANALYS IS 

A speclflc energy analysis was not performed for thls HP/ElS because no major 

actlons affecting specific sites are being proposed. A site-speclf Ic energy analysis wll I 

be Included In the EIS or EA prepared for any major site-specific actions. A meaningful 

net energy analysis requires that a speclf Ic a&Ion be analyzed and some prel lminary 
engineering data be avallable. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

This RMP was prepared by an interdiscipllnary team of resource specialists frm ELM’s 

San Juan Resource Area, Montrose District and Colorado State Office. RMP writing began In 

February 1983 and was preceded by steps which included issue identiflcatlon, resource 

Inventories, Interagency coordination, and public partlcipatlon. Consultation and 
coordination with agencies, organizations, and individuals have occurred in a variety of 

ways throughout the planning process. 

Consistency with Other Plans 

The 6LM planning regulations require that RMPs be “consistent with of ficlal ly 

approved or adopted resource-related plans of other Federal agencies, State and local 

governments, and lndlan tribes, so long as the guidance and resource management plans are 

also consistent with the purposes, policies, and programs of Federal laws and regulations 

applicable to public land.,.l’ Several act ions have been taken to ensure this consistency 

requirement was nret. Letters requesting copies of plans or policies concerning the public 

land have been sent to all counties and Indian tribes that have significant involvement In 

the RMP area. Montrose County responded with a copy of their land use plan which does not 

apply to thls F+IP area. In addition, the maJor counties were brlefed on the resource 

alternatives In September 1983 to gather input concerning their deslres and plans. The 

Colorado Department of Natural Resources was contacted and briefed on the alternatives In 

December 1983. The above-mentioned groups, counties, and agencies were given copies of 

the Draft F(MP and were asked for canments. 

Hovenweep Plan 

The NatIonal Park Service Is currently developing a management plan considering a 

variety of alternatives. One of the alternatives belng considered Is to expand the monu- 

ment to include public land. The BLM is knowledgeable about this proposed alternative; we 
have not incorporated thls action into our plan because their plan has not been subJected 

to public review and a final plan has not been developed. If expanding the monument 

becones their proposed action, then a plan amendment would likely have to occur on thls 

RMP to incorporate their proposal prior to any action being undertaken. 

Cooperating Agency 

The San Juan National Forest has requested to be a cooperating agency on the land use 

plan due to an exchange of land that occurred on October 31, 1983, between the Bureau of 

Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service. Congress authorized In Publ Ic Law 98-141 an 

exchange of lands located generally In the Lemon Dam and Vaileclto Lake areas, Sliverton 

area, and aiorg the Upper Dolores River (see Appendix One In the Draft WP). The exchange 

was undertaken to Improve management on those public lands. 

Because the exchange occurred after the San Juan National Forest Plan was finailzed, 

the BLM land use plan is being used to analyze alternatives and provlde guidance on the 
lands to be managed by the Forest Service. Append Ix One In the Q-aft RMP gives a deta I led 

description of the land use planning guidance for both the tracts of land being transfer- 

red from BLM to the U.S. Forest Service and those lands being transferred from the U.S. 
Forest Service to BLM. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Anasazi Advisory Committee - 

Comml ttee’s Purpose 

The Anasazi Advisory Committee was formed by U.S. Congressman Ray Kogovsek (Third 

District-Colorado) In late 1981. The committee was selected in response to a government 

proposal for legislation to create a National Conservation Area (MCA) and consists of 

southwestern Colorado residents representing diverse interest groups. 

The proposal for creating a WA involved 217,000 acres of public land under BLM’s 

jurisdiction in southwestern Colorado. The proposed area contains signff icant numbers of 

archaeological sites, which are cultural remnants of Anasazi habitation that date between 

A.D. 500 to A.D. 1300. The NCA designation sought to protect and perpetuate a unique 

cultural resource while ensuring long-term use and development of such other national 

resource values as oil and gas, CO2, coalp uranium, grazing, and other uses. 

Congressman Kogovsek dld not perceive a clear definition of the problem or the need 

for an NCA; therefore, he established a grassroots committee and charged them to def Ine 

the causes of the problems and ways to resolve those problems. 

The committee fin ished their tasks in October 1983 and made the fol I owi ng recommenda- 

tions (a conplote canmtttee report is available in BLMfs San Juan Resource Area Office): 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Maintain the multlple use concept administered by BLM. 

Protect the archaeolcgic.al and cultural resources from continued eroslon through 

I lmlted access, stronger enforcement, llmlting hunting activities and increased 

BLM patrol and monitoring of the area0 

Manage al I resources through a ccinprehensive management plan developed 
speclf lcal ly for the Sacred Mountain Planning Unit, 

Develop an integrated network of educational programs coordinated through the 

Anasaz i Her i tage Center. 

Maintain and stabi I ize archaeological sites. 

Develop a cooperative program with other government agencies, 

Establish an advisory board for the Sacred Mountain Planning Unit to insure local 

input for all multiple use activities. 

Request that Congressman Kogovsek and his staff nrJn1tor closely the planning and 

the budgeting activities of the BLwl in the area. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Affected Areas 

The San Juan-San Miguel RMP contains a highly diverse planning area. The following 

counties, states, national forests, lndi an tr Ibes, national parks and monuments, and BLM 

resource areas are either contained in the area or are immediately adjacent. 

Counties/State 

Colorado 

Archuleta 

Dolores 
La Plata 

Mesa 
Montezuma 

Montrose 

San Juan 

San Miguel 

New Mexico 

National Parks/Monuments 

(Colorado) 

Hovenweep Nat iona I Monuman t 

Mesa Verde National Park 

Yucca House Nat tonal Monument 

Indian Tribes/State 

Jicaril la Apache, New Mexico 

Navajo D Ar izona/New Mex Ice/Utah 

Southern Ute, Colorado 

Ute Mountain We, Colorado/ 

New Mexico/Utah 

RIO Arriba 
BLM Resource Area/Location/State 

Utah 

Colorado --- 
San Juan 

National Forests/State 

San Luls, Alamosa 

Grand Junction, Grand Junction 

Gunnison Basin, Gunnlson 

Unccmpahgre Basin, Montrose 

Colorado 
New Mexico 

Gunnison 

Rio Grande 

San Juan 

Uncompahgre 

Farmi ngton, Farm1 ngton 

Taos, Taos 

Utah 

Utah 

Manti-La Sal 

Public Partlclpatlon 

Grand s Moab 
San Juan, Mont lcel lo 

A Federal Register not Ice was published on January 5, 1980, that announced the formal 

start of the planning process. A peel iminary list of issues was presented to the public 

In a series of workshops in early 1981; these Issues were then refined to n lne maln issues 

based upon public input and BLM professional oplnion. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

The final list of planning Issues and criteria was sent to the public in the June 

1983 Issue of San Juan Resource Area Bulletin. Three meetings were held in June 1983 to 

discuss the grazing allotment categorlzatlon process with livestock users. A newsletter, 

with approximately 800 people on the mailing Ilst, has been sent out quarterly since the 

spring of 1983 to keep the public informed of planning actlons. Three pub1 ic workshops 

were held in September 1983 to discuss the planning alternatives. 

Numerous other coordination meetings, telephone cal Is, personal contacts, etc. have 

occurred in developing this RMP. Records of many of these contacts are found In the San 

Juan Resource Area f I les. 

Distribution 

Copies of thls document have been sent to the following agencies, businesses, and 

interested groups for their review and comments: 

Federal Agencies 

Advisory Councl I on Historic Reservat Ion 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 

Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre-Gunni 5on Nat ional Forest 

Ma&l-La Sal Natlonal Forest 

San Juan National Forest 

Sol I Conservation Servfce 

U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Environmental Protect Ion Agency 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of lndlan Affairs 

Bureau of Land Management 

Bureau of Ret lamat ion 

Mesa Verde Nat ion al Park 

U.S. Flsh and Wildlife Service 

Western Area Power Admi n I strat Ion 

Counties (Colorado unless otherwise lndlcated) 

Archuleta 

Dolores 

La Plata 

Mesa 

Montezuma 
Montrose 

RIO Arriba (New Mexico) 

San Juan (Colorado and Utah) 

San Miguel 

Universities 

Chadron State College 

Colorado State Un lverslty 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Universities (continued) 

Colorado, University of 

Fort Lewis Coi iege 

II iinois, Untverslty of 

MI nnesota, Un lvers ity of 

Northwest Unlverslty-II ilnois 

Utah, Un ivers iiy of 

Western State Coi I ege 

Indian Tribes 

Jicaril la Apache 

Navajo Nat ion 

Southern Ute Tribe 

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 

Local Political Organizations 

Local and Reglonai Mayors 

Local and Regtonai Town and Ct ty Count 1 ts 

Montezuma County Energy Impact Coordinator 

New Mexico Game and Fish Department 

Representatives and Senators (local and regional) 
State Clearinghouses (Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah) 

State Governors of Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah 

Colorado Organizattons and Agencies 

Assoclatlon of 4-WD Clubs 

Board of Land Cammt ssloners 

Colorado State Archaeologfcal Society 

Department of Agr lcu lture 

Department of Local Af fa )rs 
Department of Natural Resources 

Department of State Htghways 

Division of Impact Assistance 

Divlston of Wtldllfe 
Farm Bureau 

Hlstorlcal Societies 

Land Use Canm1sslon 

Mining Association 

Mounta tn Club 

Native Plant Society 
Natural Areas Progran 

Natural Herttage Inventory 

Off ice of Energy Conservt Ion 

Open Space Councl i 
River Out f i tters 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Colorado Organizations and Agencies (continued) 

State Hlstor ic Preservation Off Jeer 

Water Conserv- “““ln? Roard 

Western Arr .:i I of Governments 

W i I d I i fe Federation 

Woolgrowers Assoclatlon 

Industry and Organizations 

American Mln ing Congress 

American Wilderness Alliance 

Amer igas 
Ammo Product ion Company 

Anaconda Copper 

Anschutz Corporation 

Archuleta County Cattlemen’s Association 

Arc0 Coal Ccnnpany 
Atlantic Richfield Company 

Benham Group 

Center for Wild Horse and Burro Research 

Cent ur i as Research 

Champ) in 

Chevron Geosciences Ccmpany 

Club 20 

Colorado-Ute Electric Association 

Complete Archaeological Services Association 

Conservat ton Library 

Conso I ldat ion Coal Company 

Cotter Corporation 

Crow Canyon School 

Cugninl Land and Cattle Company 

Oelta-Montrose AVS 

Division of Conserwrtion Archaeology 

Ourango Helicopters/Powder Guides 

Durango Regional Planning Canmlssfon 

Empire Eiectr ic Association, Inc. 

Energy Fuels Coal Corporation 

Environmental Stud 1 es Group 

Exxon Minerals Company 

Farmers Mutual Telephone Company 

Flatirons Surveying 

Forest Oi I Corporation 
Friends of the Earth 

Gi I bertknnmonwealth Association.. 
Gt OV8r CaMIt kid kmS 

Gold Cup Exploration, Inc. 

&ace, W. R., d Co. 
Grand River Institute 

High Country [kifters 

Hlgh Country News 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Hotchkiss Woolgrowers 

Impact Energy, Inc. 

International Research and Evaluation 

Jicaril la Archaeolqlcal Services 

Kelmlne Corporation 

Land Protection Association, Inc. 

La Plats County Cattlements Association 

Library of Congress 

Love, William B. Appraisals Inc. 

Mancos Cattlemen’s Association 

Marathon Oil Company 

MOOR Oil and Gas Corporation 

Mined Land and Reclamation Division 

MI neral s Recovery Corporat Ion 
Mi ttelhauser Corporation 

Mobil Producing Texas and New Mexico Inc. 

Molycorp, Inc. 

Mountain Bel I 

N&tonal Conservation Area Commission 

National King Coal 

National 01 I Canpany 

National Wildlife Federation 

Natural Resources Defense Councl I 

Nature Conservancy, The 

Northland Research, Inc. 
Northrrest PI pel I ne Corporation 

Occidental Oil Shale, Inc. 

Penna Mi n ing Corporation 

Petroleum Information Corporation 

Pioneer Coal Company 

Public Lands Citizens’ Advisory Commission 

Richards b Richards 
San Juan Audubon Society 

San Juan Basin Research Center 

Sefel Geophysics 

She1 I 01 I Ccmpany 

She1 I Pipeline 

Sierra Club, The 
Southwest Board of Cooperative Services 

Southwest Forest lndustr ies 

Standard Metals Corporation 
Tera Corporat Ion 

Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Company 
Un ion Carbide Corporation 

Un Ion Texas Petroleum Corporation 

Unlverslty of Colorado Wilderness Study Croup 
Western Cultural Resource Management 

Western Nuclear, Inc. 

Wilderness Society, The 

Wi Id Horse Organized Assistance 
Wildlife Management, Inc. 

Woods Canyon Archaeological Consultants 
Woodward-CIyde Consultants 
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l/2 yrs); 

ecialist (2 l/2 yrs) 

(6 yrs); 

an ( I yr); 

(3 l/2 yrs) 

 (7 yrs); 

nt 

 yrs) 

I st (8 yrs) ; 
onservationist (1 yr); 

UC Davis (2 yrs) 

t (6 yrs) 
LI st of Preparers 

Plann 1 ng 

Name responsibi I ity Education Experience (years) 

Scott F. Archer 

Krlstie Arrington 

Linda V. Branch 

Kattwyn Bulinskl Lands b Realty 

Clair Button Wildlife 

Jeff Cameron Fisheries Biologist 

Carmen Dunn 

Bruce Fl Inn 

Air QuaIIty/CIimate 

Cultural Resources 

Writer/Edltor-- 

Coordinator 

Fire Mgmt. Officer 

mP/ElS Teen Leader 

BS, Envi ronnental 

Science & Chemistry 

BA, Archaeology L Zoology, 

Montana State U. 

BA, Technical Journal I sm, 

Cola. State Univ.; 

Teaching certlf icate, 

English, Ft. Lewis Col lege 

BS, Range & Wlldland Science, 

uliv. of Callf. at Davls 

BS, Natural Resources; 

Un Iv. of Michigan 

BA, Biological Science, 
Cal if. State U. at Sacramento; 

Graduate School, Dregon State 

Univ., F 1 sher 1 es/En tomo I cg y 

BS, Range 

BS, Forest (Recreation), 

Colorado State Univ. 

EPA-Consultant (4 

BW-Alr Quality Sp

BLR-SJRA Archaeologist 

Museum of Rockies-Bozem

MSU field archaeologist 

Newspapers & nonprofit

BLM-Edi torial assista

8 writer editor (5

B&l-Realty Special 
BLM 8 USFS-Range C

Research Assistant, 

BLM-Wildlife Blolcgls

BW (12 yrs) 

BLM (3D+ yrs) 

BLM (IO yrs) 



List of Preparers (Continued) 

N 

Name 

Roy Hayes 

Planning 

responslbl l lty Educat Ion Experience (years) 

Access b Transportation 21 yrs Govt. Service; BLM (I7 yrs) 

Robert Kershan Minerals 

Lori Plvonka 

Livingston 

Retreat Ion Techn Ic l an 

Chip Marlcm Outdoor Retreat ion 

Planner 

Franci sco Mendoza Visual Resources 

Dennis Murphy Water Resources 

Ray Orazem Forestry 

Bar bara Ramsey Word Processor 

BS, Natural Resources 8 

Retreat Ion, 

Colorado State Univ. 

BS, Forest Recreation (L 

Park Mgmt.; 

MS, Recreation & Park Mgmt., 

Southern II llnois Ilniv. 

BLkM&source Area Geologist (7 yrs) 

USFS (I yr) 

BLM-Recreation Planner (12 yrs) 

BS, Landscape Arch1 tectwe, 

Un iv. of Ar izona 

Her it age Conservat Ion S Retreat ion 

Service (Outdoor Recreation Planner) 

(3 yrs); 
BLM-Landscape Arch I tect (3 yrs) 

BS, Forest Watershed Mgmt., 

I yr. Q-aduate School, 

Utah State Univ. 

BLM-Hydrolcgl st (6 yrs) 

BS, Forest Retreat ton. 

Cola. State lhiv. 

Business Mm., 

Pratt Community Co\ lege 

BLM ( 14 yrs) 

Editorial Assistant/Word Rocessor, 

Kansas State Un ivers I ty ; 

Federal Trade Canmission, 

USGS, L BLM (10 yrs) 



List of Preparers (Cant inued 1 

Name 

Plann I ng 
responsibility Education Experience (years) 

Carlo5 Rornaniel lo Econan its 

Doug Scott Archaeologist 

Jon Wesley Sering WI I derness Resource 

Ed Slngleton Natural Resource 

Speclallst 

Bob Stanger 

Al Tohil I 

William Ypsilantis Soils 

MS, Agricultural Econunics, 

U. of Arizona 

ES, Anthropology; 

PhD, Anthropology; 

U. of Colorado 

BA, G-v why, 
Callf. State Univ. at 

Long Beach; 

MS, Geography/W I I derness Mgmt ; 

Univ. of Idaho 

BS, Range Management, 

New Mexico State Unlnlv.; 

some Graduate School in 

Range Management 

BS, Conservation, 

Idaho State Univ. 

BA, General Biology, 

Hast I ngs Col lege 

BS, Forest Management, 

Michigan Technoicglcal Un Iv.; 

MS, Forest/Sol Is, 

Univ. of Idaho 

U. of Ar izona-Econanist (2 yrs); 

Foreign Agricultural Servlce (1 i/2 yrs); 

BW-Econanist (2 l/2 yrs) 

BLM-Archaeolcgl St (8 yrs) 

USFS-Wilderness Ranger (8 yrs); 

BLM-Wilderness Coordinator (7 yrs) 

USFS (3 yrs); 

BLM (7 yrs) 

BW-Range Conservation (8 yrs) 

BLM-Range Conservation (8 yrs) 

BLM (7 yrs) 



ACRE-FOOT-Quantity of water or other mate- 
rial required to cwer 1 acre lo a depth of 
1 foot or a volume of 43,560 cubic feet. 

ACTUAL USE-Use made of forage on any area 
by llvestock and(or) wildlife wlthout 
reference to permltted or recommended use. 

ALLOTMENT-Area of land deslgnated and 
managed for llvestock grazing. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMPMocument 
program which applies to livestock 
operatlons on the public lands, prepared In 
consu itat Ion, cooperat Ion, and coordlnat Ion 
wlth the permIttee( lessee(s), or other 
affected Interests. 

ALTERNATIVEae of several pollcles, plans 
or projects proposed to formulate 
alternatlves and to estimate varlous 
Impacts and effects. 

ANIMAL UN IT MONTH (AUM)-Amount of forage 
necessary for the sustenance of one animal 
for one month, e.g., one deer for one month 
equals one deer AUM. 

AQUATIC-Llvlng or growlng In or on a stream 
or other water body or source. 

AREA CF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
(ACECI-An area where special msnagemant 
attentlon Is required to protect and 
prevent Irreparable damage to Important 
hlslorlc, cultural, or scenic values, f  Ish 
and wlldll fe resources, or other natural 
systems or processes or to protect II fe and 
safety from natural hazards. 

AREAS OF CRITICAL MINERAL POTENTIAL (ACMPI- 
Area ldentlfled and nanlnated by the publlc 
as havlng signlf lcant mineral potential. 
In this case, slgniflcant means that the 
mineral resources are Important to the 
local, reglonal, or natlonal e&any or 

could become Important In the futwe. 

BASEFLOW-Water that enters stream channe I 
from springs or ground water seepage. 

BASIN-Land area drained by a river and Its 
trlbutarles. 

BECROCK-Any solid rock underlylng soll, 
sand, clay, slit, and any other earthly 
materials. 

BIG GAME-Larger species of wlld animals that 
are hunted, such as elk, deer, bighorn 
sheep, and pronghorn antelope. 

BOARD FOOT-Measure of amount of t lmber 
equivalent to a piece 12” x 12” x 1’1. 

CARRYING CAPACITY-Also known as stocking 
rate; estimate of maxlmum number of anlmals 
(expressed In AU&) a glven area can support 

each year without inducing damage to 
vegetation or related resources. 

CHANNEL EROSI ON-Process of erodl ng perennial 
or intermittent dralnage channel and banks 
by natural forces of flowing water. 

CHEMICAL WATER QUALITY-Measvements of 
chemical parameters (alkallnlty, dissolved 
oxygen, dissolved Iron, etc.) used to 
describe water quality. 

CHERRYSTEM-FIngerlIke Intruslons Into a WSA 
that are not part of the WSA; for example, 
an access road. 

GIST-Box or chest especl al ly used for sacred 
utensils in prehistoric tombs or caskets. 

CLEAR CUTTING-Even-aged sllvlcultural system 
In which old crop Is cleared at one time; 
regeneration is general ly natural through 
seeding from adJacent stands or fran 
cone-bearing slash. 

COAL UNSUlTAt3ILITY CRITERlA-RegulatIons 
developed by BLM which use ablllty of an 



area’s surface resources to accept or 
absorb impacts of coal mlnlng activities as 

means to determine sul tabi l Ity or 

unsuitability of area for coal mining. 

CONTRAST-Ef feet of str 1 king dl f ference in 

form, line, color, or texture of landscape 

features within area being viewed. 

CRITICAL RANGE-Range on which species 

depends for survival; there are no 

alternative ranges available due to climate 
conditions or other limiting factors. 

CRUCIAL WINTER RANGE-That portion of winter 

range to which wildlife species are 

confined during periods of heaviest snow 

cover. 

CULTURAL RESOlRCES-Those fragi le and 

nonrenewable ranains of human activity, 

occupation, or endeavor reflected in 

districts, sites, structures, buildings, 

objects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, 

architecture, and natural features that 

were of importance In human events. 
Consist of (1) physical remains, (2) areas 

where signif lcant human events occurred-- 

even though evidence of event no longer 

remains, and (3) environment immediately 

surround1 ng resource. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE I NVENTORY-Descr ipt Ive 

llst\ng and documentation, including photo- 

graphs and maps, of cultural resources; 

included are processes of locating, Identi- 

tying. and recording sltes, structures, 

buildings, objects, and districts through 

I ibrary and archival research, information 

from persons knowledgeable about cultural 

resources, and varying levels of intensity 

of on-the-ground field surveys. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE SITE-Physlcal location of 

past human activities or avents. Cultural 

resource sites are extremely variable in 

size and range frcm location of single 
cultural resource object to cluster of 

cultural resource structures WI th 

associated objects and features. 

Prehistorfc and historic sites that are 

recorded as cultval resowces have 
sociocultural or scientific values and meet 

general critertlon of being mDre than 50 

years old. 

CULTURAL SURVEYS- 

Class I: Review and compilation of known 

cultural resource data. 

Class I I: Sample-oriented field inventory 

(3% to 15%). 

Class Ii I: Complete surface inventory of 

specific area (intensive--100$). 

CURRENT-Refers to 1984 when used in this 

RMp. 

ClRRENT AUTHORIZED USE-Cvrent active 

grazing preference (in AU&). 

CURRENT ACTIVE PREFERENCE-Total number 

(active and suspended nonuse) of AlJMs of 

livestock grarlng on public land apportioned 

and attached to base property owned or 

control led by a permittee. 

DIRECTIONAL CRILLING-Dril ling borehole 

wherein course of hole is planned before 

dril Iing. Such holes are usually drll led 

with rotary equipment at an angle to the 

vertical and are useful in avoiding 

obstacles or in reaching side areas. 

DIVERSITY-Relative degree of abundance of 

wildlife species, plant species, canmuni- 

ties, habitats, or habitat featves per unit 

ot area. 

EASMENT-Right afforded a person or agency 

to make limited use of another’s real 

property for access or other purposes. 

ECOLOGICAL-Peytaining to subspecies or race 

that is especially adapted to particular set 

of environmental conditions. 

ECOSYSTB6A ccmmun ity wh Ich includes al I 

component organisms, together with associ- 

ated enviromental factors, and forms an 

interacting system. 
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EGRESS-Act or right of coming out. 

EMPHASIS AREA-Area where particular resource 

such as wildlife habitat, would receive 

management emphasis or priority; it is 

either unique, significant, or best suited 

for development, management, use, or protec- 

tion of a resource. Rinciples of multiple 
use and sustained yield would be maintained 

in each emphasis area; in addition, many 
different uses are al Lowed. Other land uses 

would have limits placed on them to prevent 

conf iicts with the priority resource. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EAI-Anal ys i s of 

all actions and their predictable short- and 

long-term env I ronmental ef feet s, wh ich 

include qhyslcal, biological, economic, and 
social factors and their interactions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EISJ-Version 

of the statement of environmental effects 

required for major Federal act Ions under 

Section 102 of NEPA and released to the 

public and other agencies for ccmment and 

review. it Is a formal document that must 

follow requiranents of NEPA, CEQ guidelines, 

and directives of the agency responsible for 
the proposed project or plan, 

EROSION CONDITION CLASSClass f icatlon 

system for ranking solI erosion in 

Incranents of 20 points: O-20 = stable; 

2140 = slight; 4 I-60 = moderate; 61-80 = 

critlcal; and 81-100 = severe. 

EXCAVATION-Controlled scientific removal of 

artifacts and recording of data frcm 

subsurface cultural resource deposits. 

EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (El#A)- 

In these areas, signif icant recreation 
opportunltles and problems are limited and 

intensive recreation management Is not 

raquired. Mlnimal management actions are 

adequate. 

EYRIE-Nesting Sit8 of bird of prey, as an 

eag ie or a hawk. 

FAIHLANDS-Arab la lands current1 y under 

cult ivat ion, 

FLOODPLAIN-Maarly level al luviai plain that 

borders a stream and is subject to inunda- 

tion during high water. Minimum area 

included is that subject to a 1% (IOD-year 

recurrence) or greater chance of flooding in 

any given year. 

FLUVIAL-Of or pertaining to rivers. 

FORAGE-Al I brows8 and herbaceous foods that 

are aval lable to grazing animals; may be 

grazed or harvested for feeding. 

FOREGROUND4IDDLEGROUND-Area visible frcm a 

travel route, use area. or other ObS8rV8r 

position from a distance of 3 to 5 miles 

( VRM term) D 

FCREST SET-AS1 DES-Product iV8 forest lands 

that, because of other conf 1 Icts, are with- 

drawn from the DLpil allowable harvest base. 

GABION-Wire mesh baskat f II led wlth rocks 

and used to protect erodible streambanks or 

used to create dams, adef Iectors, or other 

lnstream structures. 

GRAZ I NG SYSTEM-Systamat ic sequence of 

grazing treatments applied to an allotment 

to reach identified multiple use goals or 

objectives by improving quality and quantity 

of veg8tation, 

GRAZING TREATMENT-Prescription under a 

grazing system which grazes or rests a unit 

of land at particular times each year to 

attain speclf ic vegetation goals. 

GROUND COVER (SOIL)-Material covering sol I 
and providing protection frcm, or resistance 

to, impact of raindrops, expressed in per- 
cent of area cwerad. Composed of vegeta- 

tion, litter, erceion pavement, and rock. 

GROUND WATER-Subsurface water occupying 

saturation zone, from which wells and 



springs are fed (strictly speaking, only 

refers to water below water table). 

HABITAT-Specific set of physical conditions 

that svround slngfe species, group of 

species, or large ccmmunity. In wildlife 
management, major ccmponents of habitat are 

food, water, cover, and I iving space. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN fl+fP)-Written and 

official ly approved plan for speci fit gee- 

graphic area which identifies wildlife 
habi tat and related object Ives, estab I I shes 

consequence of actions for achieving objec- 

tives, and outl lnes procedures for 

evaluating accomplishments. 

IMPRINTS-Evidence of past presence, such as 

a foot bridge across a creek in an other- 

wise prlstlne setting. 

I NGRESS-Act of enter I ng. 

INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT-Managing vegetation or 

other resource through a system to obtain 

desired results. 

INTERMITTENT STREAM-Stream which flows only 

at certain times of the year when it 

receives water from springs or from soma 
surface source such as melting snow in 

mounta I nous areas. 

INTERPRETIVE SITES-Developed site at which 

broad range of natural or cultural history 

Is interpreted or described for public 

enjoyment. 

KNOWN GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE fKGS)-Trap In 

which an accumulation of oil and gas has 

been discovered by drilling and which is 

determined to be productive, the fimlts of 

which Include al I acreage that is presump- 

tlvely productive (43 CFR 3100.0-51ai). If 

lands are underlain by a “known geologic 

structureIt (KGS), they may be leased only 
through a conpetitive system. 

KNOWN RECOVERABLE COAL RESOURCE (KRCRAJ- 

Area that Includes Federal lands that meet 

minimum standards for recoverable coal 

accordance with accepted mining practices, 

as determined by the Director of the USGS. 

The Federal lands in a KRCRA are classified 

for coal leasing. 

LEASABLE MINERALS-Minerals such as coal, oil 

shale, oil and gas, and all other minerals 

that may be acquired under the Mineral 

Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. 

LEASE-Instrument through which interests are 

transferred from one party to another, sub- 

ject to certain obligations and considera 

t Ions. 

L ICENSEC USE-Act lve use AUMs that a permit- 

tee has paid for during given grazing 

period. 

LITHIC SCATTER-Stone debris left as result 

of tooi manufacture or reshaping. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS-Minerals that may be 

acquired under the Mining Law of 1972, as 

amended. 

MBF-One thousand board feet of timber. 

MESA-A tableland, a flat-topped mountain or 

other elevation bounded on at least one side 

by a steep cliff. 

MITIGATION-AI leviatlon or lessening of 

possib)e adverse effects on a resource by 

applying appropr late protect Ive measures or 

adequate scientlf ic study. 

MMBF-One million board feet of timber. 
, 

MULTIPLE USE-Management of public lands and 
their varlous resource values so they are 

used in the combfnat Ion that wil I best meet 

the present and future needs of the American 

people. 

NATIONAL NATURAL LANDMARK-Designated because 
of national ly significant ecologic or 

geologic features. 
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NATIONAL REGISTER Cf HISTORIC PLACES- 

Official list, establlshed by the Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, of the nation’s 

cultural resources worthy of preservation. 

NATURALNESS-Refers to area which nganeral ly 

appears to have been affected primarily by 

the forces of nature, with the Imprint of 

man’s work substant I al ly unnot iceab leg8 

(Sec. 2Icl of the Wilderness Act of 1964). 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE-Most likely condition 

expected to exist in the future if current 

management would continue unchanged. 

NORMAL YEAR FIRE PLAN-Overall fire suppres- 

sion plan of given geographic area for one 

calendar year. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (ORV)-Any motorized vehi- 

c le capable of, or deslgned for travel on 

or lmmedlately over land, water, or other 

natural terrain, where no road exists. 

OPERABLE WOCDLANlJ-Forest lands bearing or 

capable of bear1 ng vegetation products of 

ccmmerci al character and econcm ical ly 

ava i lable now or prospectively for commer- 

cial use and not otherwlse withdrawn fran 

such use. 

OUTSTANDING NATURAL AREA-(43 CFR 2071.1)- 

Areas of outstanding scenic splendor, 

natural wonder or scientific importance 

that merit special attention and care in 

management to Insure their preservation in 
their natural condition. These usually are 

relatively undisturbed, representative of 

rare botanical, geological, or zoological 

characteristics of principle interest for 

scient I f Ic research purposes. 

PALEONTOLOGY-Science dealing with life and 

past geologic periods as known from fossl l 

remains. 

PERENW IAL WATER-Bodl es of water or streams 

that contain water year long. 

PERMITTEE-Dne who holds permit to graze 
livestock on public land. 

PETROGLYRi-Picture or hieroglyph incised or 

carved into a surface, usually stone. 

PICTOGRAPH-Pi&m-e or hieroglyph palnted on 

some surface, usually stone (figures. charac- 

ters, or writing which Is difficult to 

decipher, originally referred to the 

EgyptIan). 

PLANNING CRITERIA-&iteria prepared to guide 

planning process and management direct ion. 

PLANT VIGOR-State of health of a plant or 

capacity of plant to respond to growing con- 

ditions, to make and store food, and to 

complete reproductive stages. 

POTHUNTI NG-Slang term used by profess iona I 

archaeologists to describe illegal or non- 

profess lonal rel ic col led1 ng. 

PREFERENCE RIGHT LEASE-Right of applicant to 

apply for resources in public lands before 

generel pub1 lc. For example, an applicant 

who had discovered a mlneral deposit under a 

prospecting perml t might be al lowed a prefer- 

ence right lease over any other lease 

app 1 icant. 

PROSPECT I VELY VALUABLE-Land wl th in a sed lmen- 

tary basin or petroieum province where thick- 

ness of sediments is 1,000 feet or greater 

and where there is evidence of oil and gas, 

folding and faulting. 

PUBLIC ISSUE-Subject or question of wide- 

spread public discussion or interest regard- 

lng management of pubi ic land (BLM adminis- 

tered) and ldentifled through public 

participation. 

PUBLIC LAND-Vacant, unappropriated, and un- 

reserved lands which have never left Federal 
ownership; aiso, lands In Federal ownership 

which were obtained by the Government in 

exchange for pub) Ic lands or for t lmber on 

public lands (also land admlnlstered by BW). 

RANGE ALLOTMENT-Area deslgnated for use of 

prescr ibed number of cattle or sheep or by 

common use of both under one management plan. 
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RANGE IMPROVEMENT-Structure, development, 

or treatment used to rehabl iitate, protect, 
or improve public lands to enhance range 

resource. 

RANGELAND MONITORING PROGRAM-Progran 

designed to measure changes in plant canpo- 
sition, ground cover, animal populations, 

and cllmatlc conditions on public range- 

land. Vegetation studies, used to mDnltor 

changes In rangeland cond i tion and deter- 

mine reason for any changes that are occur- 

ring, consist of actual use, utilization, 

trend, and cl lmst ic condi t Ions. 

RANGE SITE-Distinctive kind of rangeland 

that differs frcm other klnds of rangeiand 

In its potential to produce natlve plants. 

RAPTOR-BIrds of prey with sharp talons and 

strongly curved beaks; e.g., hawks, owls, 

vultures, eagles. 

RECLAMATION-Returning disturbed lands to 

form and productlvihl that will be 

ecologIca\ \y balanced and In conform\ ty 
with a predetermined land management plan. 

RECREATION WPORTUN ITY SPECTRUM (ROS)- 

Continuum used to characterize recreation 

opportunities in terms of setting, 

activity, and exparlence opportunities. 

RECREATION VISITOR DAY (RVD)-Aggregation of 

12 visitor hours, where a vlslfor hour is 

the presence of one or m3re person on lands 

and water for outdoor recreation purposes 

for continuous, intermittent, or slmultan- 
eous periods aggregatlng 60 minutes; e.g., 

one person for one hour. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA (RNA)-Area that is 

established and maIntaIned for primary 
purpose of research and educat Ion because 

the land has threatened or endangered plant 

or animal species. A biological unit in 

which present natural conditions are maln- 

tained by allowlng natural biologIcal 

processes to prevail without human 

intervention. 

RiNCON-Dralnage basin, somewhat shal lox, 

surrounded on three sides by low vertical 
rock rims for a sequence of such rims). 

RIPARIAN-Situated on or pertaining to bank 

of r Iver, stream, or other body of water. 

Normally used to refer to plants of al I 
types that grow rooted in watertable of 

streams, ponds, and springs. 

RIPARIAN COMMUNITiES-Vegetation canmunities 

found in association wlth either open water 

or water close to surface; includes meadows, 
aspen, and other trees and shrubs In associ- 

atlon with streans and other water sources. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, AQUATIC-Vegetation com- 

munitles found in association with streams 

(both perennial and intermittent), lakes, 

ponds and other open water. Th I s un Ique 

habitat, comprising less than 1 percent of 
land area, is crucial to continued existence 

of the fish species known to occur. Stream- 

side vegetation maintains high water tables, 

stablltzes streambanks, creates quality 
f lshery habl tat, and maintains water 

quality. it Is also essential to most 

terrestrial wildlife species. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, TERRESTRIAL-Vegetation 

canmunitles found in association with either 
open water or water close to surface; 

includes such habltat features as meadows, 

aspen stands, andfor) other trees and 

shrubs. This unlque habitat is crucial to 

continued existence of majorlly of terres- 

trial wildllfe species known to occur. Many 

species are found no where else. 

ROAD-Vehicle routes which have been Improved 

and msIntalned by mechanlcal means to insure 

relatively regular and continuous use. 

ROADLESS-Refers to absence of roads that 

have been Improved and maintained by mechan- 

ical means 00 ensure relatively regular and 

continuous use (a way maintained by vehicle 

passage does not make up a road). 
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SCENIC QUALITY-Degree of harmony, contrast, 

and variety within a landscape. 

SCOPI NG PROCESS-Ear i y process for determi n- 

ing scope of issuas to be addressed and for 

Identifying signlf icant Issues related to 

proposed act ion. 

SEDIMENT YIELD-Amount of sediment given up 

by watershed over specific time period, 

usual ly a year. &dinarily, it is expressed 

as tons, acre feet, or cubic yards of sedi- 

ment per un It of drainage area per year. 

SEDIMENTATION-Act or process of depositing 

material, such as water, depositing sus- 

pended soil partlc les in an area, such as 

stream bottom. 

SHEET EROSION-Removing a fairly uniform 

layer of soil frcm land surface by runoff 

water, without developing conspicuous water 

channels . 

SO I L CLASSI F ICAT ION-Systematic arrangement 

of soils into groups or categories on basis 

of their characteristics. 

SOLITUDE-(l) State of being alone or remote 

from habitation, isolation; (2) lonely, 
unfrequented, or set iuded place. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (ST+lA)- 

Areas requlrlng explicit recreation manage- 

ment to achieve ELM’s recreation objectives 

and to provide specific recreation 

opportun ities. 

SPECIAL STIPULATIONS-Stipulations which 

allow ELM to require modifying proposed 

operations that would prevent econcanic 

extraction of otherwise commercial oi i and 

gas depos its. Special stipulations are used 

If there are resources, values, uses, 
and(or) users present that: (1) cannot 

coexist with oil and gas operations; (2) 

cannot be adequately managed and (or) accan- 
modated on other lands for the dvation of 

oil and gas operations; and (3) provide a 

greater benefit to the public than that of 

oil and gas operations. 

SPECIES, ENDANGERED-Animal or plant whose 

prospects of survival and reproduction are 

in immediate jeopardy, and as is further 

defined by the Endangered Species Act of 

1973, as amended. 

SPECIES, SENSITIVE-Designation which is (1) 

applied to species not yet officially listed 

but which are undergo1 ng status review or 

are proposed for listing accord1 ng to 

Federal Register not Ices published by the 

Secretary of the Interior; (2) applied to 

species whose popuiatlons are consistently 

small and widely dispersed or whose ranges 

are restricted to a few localltles, such 

that any appreciable reduction in numbers, 

habitat avaiiabiiity, or habitat condition 

might lead toward extinction; or (3) applied 

to species whose numbers are declining so 

rapidly that offlclal listing may become 

necessary as a conservation measve. 

SPECIES, THREATENED-Any species which is 

likely to become an endangered species 

within the foreseeable future ttroughout al l 

or a signlf icant portion of its range, and 

as is further defined by the Endangered 

Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

STANDARD STIPULATIONS-Exlsting contractual 

controls wherein BLM may require modi f ica- 

tion to the setting, design, and timing of 

operations on ieaseho l ds. BLM also is 

required to specify interim and final 

ret lamat ion measures under these 

st lpuiat ions. 

SUITABLE COMMERCIAL FOREST LANDS-Commercial 

forest iands determined to be suitable for 

timber production as ldentifled in the TKX 

process. 

SUSTAINED YIELD-Achievement and maintenance 

in perpetul ty of high level of annual or 
regular periodic output of various renerfable 

resources of public lands consistent with 

multiple use. 

SYNOPT IC (METECROLCXY )-Data gathered frcm a 

large area, used primarily in weather 

forecasting. 
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TIMBER PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION VEGETATION CONDITION-Condition rating based 

(TFCCI-Process of partltionlng forest land on amount of forage (I b/at) currently pro- 

Into major classes lndicatlng relative suit- duced on an al)otment in relation to its 

abi flty to produce timber on a sustained potential forage production (Ib/ac). 

yield basis. 

TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS (TDS)-Total amount of 

dissolved material, organic and inorganic, 

contained in water or wastes. 

TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES (TSPI-Port Ion 

of total particulate matter in atmosphere 

con5 I st ing of part Ic les so sma! 1 f< 50 

microns in diameter) that they settle out 

slowlv. 

TREND-Direction of change in range condition 

VEGETATION CONDITION INVENTORY-Inventory 

conducted which Includes field mapping of 

range sites by condition class for indivld- 

ua\ grazing a\ iotments. This information 

was used to determlne initlai carrying 

capacities by allotment. 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION-Alteration of 

present vegetation by using fire, plowing, 

spraying, or other means to manipulate 

natura) successlona) trends. 

over a period of time, expressed as upward, 

static, or downward. VEGETATI DN TYPE-Plant ccmmun ity with 

immediately dlstlnguishable characterlstlcs 

UF14LLOTTED ALLOTMENT-AI lotment where a based upon and named after apparent dominant 

previous permittee has relinquished prefer- plant species. 

ence or BLM has canceled preference. Not 

currently used by livestock. VI SUAL RESOURCE-Land, water, vegetat Ion D 

animal, and other vlslble features. 

UNDERSTORY-Plants growl ng beneath canopy of 

other plants; usually refers to grasses, VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRMI-Planning, 

forbs, and low shrubs under tree or brush designing, and Implementation of management 

canopy. objectives to provide acceptable levels of 

visual impacts for al I BLM resource manage- 

UNIVERSAL SOIL LOSS EQUATION (USLE)- ment activities. 

EmpIrIcal erosion model, originally deslgned 

for agricultural situations that conputes VISUAL SENSITIVITY-Degree of concern 

long-term average soil losses from sheet and expressed by user toward scenic quailty and 

r Ii I erce lon under speci f ic conditions. existing or proposed visual change In 

particular character1 st ic landscape. 
UTILITY CORRIDDR-Tract of land varying in 

width formi ng passageway through which 

varlous ccmmodi tles such as oil, gas, and 

electr lci ty are transported. 

UTILIZATION-Fbrtion of current year’s forage 

product ion that Is consumed or destroyed by 
grazing an lmals. May refer either to single 

species or to vegetation as a whole. 

VEGETATION-Plants in general or sum total of 

plant life above and below ground in area. 

WATERSHED-Total area of land above given 

point on waterway that contributes runoff 

water to flow at that point. 

WAY-Track that is malntained solely by 

passage of veh ic les. 

WILDCAT DRILLING-To dril I and develop 

unproven ground far from prevvlous 

production, generally of a risky nature. 



WILCERNESS-DefInition contalned in Sec. 2(c) 

of the Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 

891): A w i I derness in contrast w I th those 

areas where man and hls own works dominate 

the landscape Is hereby recogn lted as an 

area where the earth and its ccmmunlty of 

I ife are untramneled by man, where man 

himself is a visitor who does not remdIn. 

An area of wilderness is father defined to 

manw . .an area of undeveIoped Federal land 

retaining Its prlmeval character and 

I nf I uence, wl thout permanent improvements or 

habltatlon, wh Ich Is protected and managed 

so as to preserve Its natural conditfons and 
which f 1) general ly appears to have been 

affected primarily by the forces of nature, 

wlth the Imprint of man’s work substantial Iy 

unnoticeable; (2) hss outstanding opportuni- 

ties for solitude or a prlmitlve and uncon- 

fined type of recreation; (3) has at least 

5,000 acres of land or Is of sufficient size 

as to make practicable Its preservat Ion and 

use In an unimpaired condition; and (4) may 

also contain ecologlcal, geological or other 

features of scientific, educational, scenic, 

or historical values. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS-ldentlfled by 

Congress In the 1964 Wilderness Act: namely, 

si 20, naturalness, outstandlng opporturltles 

for solitude or a primitive and unconfined 

type of retreat Ion, and supplemental values 

such as geological, archaeological, hlstorl- 

Cal, ecological, scenic, or other features, 

It Is required that the area possess at 

least 5,000 acres or more of cant lguous 

public land or be of a sire to make practl- 

cal its preservation and use In an 

unimpaired condition; be substantial ly 

natural or generally appear to have been 

affected primarily by the forces of nature, 

wlth the imprint of man being substantially 

unnoticeable; and have either outstanding 
opportunltles for solitude or a primitive 

and unconfined type of recreation. Congress 

stated that a WI lderness area may al so have 

supplemental values. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT PDLICY-=PoIicy document 

prescribing the general obJectIves. 

policies, and specific actlvlly guidance 

applicable to al I designated BLI4 wilderness 

areas. Specl f ic management object IvesI 

requirements, and decisions implementing 

administrative practices and visitor 

actlvlties In Individual wilderness areas 

are developed and described In the 

wilderness management plan for each unit. 

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA)-Roadless area 

of Iand that has been Inventorled and found 

to have wilderness characteristics as 
described in Section 603 of FLPMA and 

Sectlon 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 

(78 Stat. 891). 

WI LOERNESS VALUES-WI l derness character I stlcs 

and multiple resource beneflts of an area. 

WILD HORSES-Al I unbranded and uric la lmed 

horses and their progeny that have public 

lands on or after December 15, 1971, or that 

do use these lands as al I or part of their 

habltat. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT-Sum total of envlronmsntal 

conditions of specific place occupied by 
wlldllfe species or population of such 

species. 

WI LDLINX-Tree or shrub suitable for Iand- 

scape transplant. 

WINTER RANGE-Area occupied by animal species 

during winter. 

WDODLAND-Land that supports forest speclesp 

generally referred to as fuelwood, sold on 

cord or post basls. 

WOODLAND PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CLASSIFICA- 

TION (WKX)-Process of partltionlng wood- 

lands into major classes Indicating relative 

suitabi Ii ty to produce woodland products on 

sustalnsd yield basis. 
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ACRONYMS 

ACEC - Area of Critical Environmental 

Concern 

ACMP - Area of Critlcal Mineral Potential 

AMP - Al lotment Management Plan 

AUM - Animal bit Month 

BIA - Bureau of lndi an Af fa irs 

BLM - Bureau of Land Management 

BMP - Best Management Pratt ices 

CDOW - Colorado Division of Wildllfe 

CEO - Councl I on Environnental Qual i fy 

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations 

CtwP - Cultural Resource Management Plan 

DEIS - Draft Envlronmantal Impact 

Statanent 

DOE - Department of Energy 

EA - Env irormental Anal ys is 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement 

EPA - Env I romwntal Protect ion Agency 

EFU4A - Extensive Retreat ion Management 

Area 

FEIS - Final Environmental Impact 

Statement 

FLPMA - Federal Land and Policy Management 

Act (also known as BLMls Organic 

Act; 1976) 

GM - Geological, Energy, and Minerals 

(Reports) 

GMU - Game Management Un it (COOW) 

ti4P - Habitat Management Plan 

IMP - Interim Management Policy 

KGS - Known Geologic Structure 

KRCRA - Known Recoverable Coal Resource 

Area 

MBF - Thousand Board Feet 

mcf - Thousand Cubic Feet 

MFP - Management Franework Plan 

MMBF - Mil l ion Board Feet 

fmlcf - Mi I lion Cubic Feet 

MSA - Managenrent Situation Analysl s 

NEPA - National Environmental Policy AC* 
NRDC - Natural Resource Defense Council 

NiHP - National Register of Historic 

PI aces 

NWPS - National WI l derness Preservation 

system 

ONA - Outstanding Natural Area 

CRV - Of f-Road Vehic te 

PL - Public Law 

PSD - Prevention of Signif icant 

Deter ioration 

FMP - Resource Management Plan 

RNA - Research Natural Area 

ROS - Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

ROW - Rights-of-Way 

R&PP - Retreat ion and Pub l Ic Purposes 

RVD - Recreation Visitor Day 

scs - Soil Conservation Service 

SJNF - San Juan National Forest 

SJRA - San Juan Resource Area 

SJ/SM - San Juan/San Miguel 

SFMA - Special Recreation Management Area 

TDS - Total Dissolved Solids 

T&E - Threatened and Endangered 

(species) 
TSP - Total Suspended Particulates 

USC - United States Code 

USFS - Unlted States Forest SeWiCe 

USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USLE - Universal Soil Loss Equation 

VT84 - Visual Resource Management 

wo - Wash I ngton Off ice 

WSA - Wilderness Study Area(s) 
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APPENDIX ONE 

BLM-FOREST SERVICE EXCHANGE 

(See Draft RMP) 



APPENDIX TWO 

VISUAL RESOUXE MANAGEMENT (VRM) CLASSIFICATION PRGCESS 

(See Draft RMP) 



APPEND IX THREE 

RECREAT I ON WFORTUN I TY SPECTRUM 

(See Draft WIP) 



APPEND IX FOUR 

MINERALS 

lntroductlon 

Appendix Four dlscusses the BLM’s oil and gas and coal leaslng found wlthln the 
planning area; major Items dlscussed Include: 

1. A summary table of the oil and gas leaslng In the planning area that details the 

acreage broken out according to proposed stlpulatlons or In format Ion not Ices (see Table 

4-l). 

2. Maps of the proposed no-surface occupancy areas for Cross, Cal-tone, and 

Squaw/Papoose canyons (Maps 4-1 and 4-2). 

3. A nartatlve of the proposed oil and gas lease lnfotmatlon not Ices and 

stlpulatlons to be appl led on speclflc areas throughout the planning area. 

4. A table and maps of the pfe-FLPMA 611 and gas leases contalned In the WSAs found 

In the planning area (Table 4-3 and Maps 4-3 through 4-5). 

5. Examples of the current BLM 011 and gas and coal lease forms (see p. 4-23 through 

4-27 of this Appendix). 
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Table 4-1 .--1ntroductlon 

1. Lands Open to Development Without Lease Stipulations--Public lands that may 

require enforcing certain operating constraints seasonal iy or of limited duration, through 

the use of information notlces.* These constraints on lands, such as elk calving 

grounds or big game winter ranges, would still aiior~ a leaseholder to develop the lease 
without greatly increased cost or delay. 

2. Lands Open to Development with Stlpuiations--Public lands where necessary and 

justifiable stipulations would have to be attached to leases for adequate environmental 

protect ion. The land, such as scenic areas and cultural sites, should stii I be generally 

developable but only at increased cost to the developer. 

3. Lands Closed to Leasing--Pubilc lands where oil and gas 1aasing are not permitted 

under law, regulation, or Secretarlai policy; where lands are formal iy WI thdrawn; or with- 

drawal is being considered. 

Mote: The old BLM oil and gas lease form dld not offer the degree of resource pro- 
tection that the new BLM Lease fom (March 1984; see p. 4-21 and 4-22 of this Appendix) 

offers. Stipulattons were previously used to protect resovces that can now be managed 

through the use of information not Ices attached to the new lease form. BLM WI I I stil I 
enforce envlronrnental protection of the resources but through the legal contract of the 

lease form. 

* Information notices are used to transmit information (when the lease is issued) 
that will asslst lessees in submitting acceptable Pians of Operations or that concerns 

adminlstrative matters relative to lease management. Information notices cannot Involve 

new restrict Ions. Any requirements contained in information not Ices must already appear 
in the standard lease terms, regulations, or operational orders. 
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Kinds of 

stipulations 

Table 4-l. FMP/ElS Oil and Gas Leaslng-Continued. 1/ 

Cur rent Management Resource Conservat \on Resource Utillzatlon 
Alternative Alternative Alternative 

PV KGS PV KGS PV KGS 

Preferred 

Alternative 

PV KGS 

Open to Leasing 

Without lnformatlon Notices 766,000 176,420 680,484 158,240 736,515 176,180 715,305 164,290 

WI th lnformat ion Not ices 

andtorI Stlpulatlons 

Winter range 

Elk calving grounds 

Grouse strutt 1 area ng 

Peregr 1 ne fal con area 

(Paradox Val ley) 

WI nter eag le 

concentrat Ion areas 

237,360 1,140 247,750 1,140 247,750 1,140 247,750 1,140 
9,700 9,700 9,700 9,700 

2,400 520 2,400 520 2,400 520 2,400 520 

2,160 2,160 2,160 2,160 

46,180 3,240 49,780 3,240 49,780 3.240 49,780 3,240 

Subtotal I ,063,800 181,320 992,274 163,140 I ,048,305 181,080 1,027,095 169,190 

Open to Leasing With Stipulations 
(No-Surface Occupancy St Ipulatlons) 

Wild-life 

McEImo Research Natural Area 400 

Peregrine falcon areas 
Mesa Verde 200 

Perins Peak 920 

0 

200 200 200 

2,400 2,400 2,400 

0 0 400 



Table 4-l. mP/ElS Oil and Gas Leaslng-+ntInued. 9 

CUrFeflt Management Resource Conservat Ion Resource Ut I l lzat Ion Preferred 
Kinds of Alternative Alternatlve Alternative Alternative 

stlpulatlons PV KGS PV KGS PV KGS PV KGS 

Open to Leasing with Stlpulatlons (continued) 

(No-Surface Occupancy Stipulations) 

Cultural Resources 

P 
b 

Battle Rock 

Bu I I Canyon Rockshelter 

Cahone Canyon?! 

Cannonbal I Ruin 

Cross Canyon?! 

Do I ores Cave 

Easter Ruin 

Oomlnguez-Escalante Ruins 

Hovenueep Buffer 

Indian Henryls Cabin 

Lightning Tree Towr Group 

Lowry Rui n 8 Assoclat Ions 

McLean Basin Towers 

Pa lnted Hand Petrog lyphs 

Palnted Band Ruln 

Sand and East Rock canyons 

Seven Towers Ruin Group 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon? 

Tabeguache Canyon 6 Cave 

Tabeguache Pueblo 

40 

40 

80 80 80 

80 

600 

160 
240 240 

80 80 

120 120 

80 
1,640 5,880 

40 40 

3,460 
560 

120 120 120 

60 60 

80 
40 40 

600 

160 160 

160 

240 

80 

120 

80 

5,880 

40 

40 

5 

5,750 2,600 

80 

2,320 8,210 

60 

80 

40 

600 

160 

160 

240 

80 

120 

80 

5,880 

40 

1,080 

40 

5 

40 

80 

600 

Retreat Ion 

Dolores RIv~F Canyon 33,160 1,520 20,080 1,520 48,710 1,520 20,080 1,520 

Menefee Mountaln 4,040 

Weber Mounta in 4,680 

Total 34,720 4,320 23,065 8,920 51,695 8,920 44,275 20,810 







4. Important Peregrine Falcon Nesting Habitat (Perins Peak and Mesa Verde National 

Park) 

Stlpulatlon: No-Surface Occupancy 

Narrative: Thls land (2,600 acres) has been identified as critical habitat for 

peregrine falcons, a Federally listed endangered species. Human intrusion into these 

areas could lead to II legal ly shooting the birds or could cause the birds to abandon the 

area. Disturbances during the nesting period could cause missed feedlngs of young with 
subsequent mortality (see FEIS, Flg. 2-4). 

5. important Peregrine Nesting Habitat (Paradox Valley Area) 

Stipulation: To protect important seasonal wlldlife habltat, exploration, 

drilling, and other developmental actlvlty will be allowed only from September 1 to 

February 28. This limitatlon does not apply to maintenance and operatlon of producing 

wel Is. Exceptions to this IimItatIon in any year may be speclflcally authorized In 

writing by BLMrs Authorized Officer. 

Narratlve: Thls land (2,160 acres) has been ldentifled as critical habItat for 

peregrine falcons, a Federally llsted endangered species. Human lntruslon Into these 

areas could lead to II legal iy shooting the birds or could cause the birds to abandon the 

area. Disturbances during the nesting period could cause missed feedings of young with 

subsequent mortality (see FEIS, Fig. 2-4). 

6. Elk Calving Area 

Stipulation: To protect Important seasonal wl ldllfe habitat, exploration, dril- 

Ilng, and other developmental activity will be allowed only from July 16 to April 30 on 

elk calving areas. This lfmitation does not apply to maintenance and operation of produc- 

ing wells. Exceptlons to this limltatlon In any year may be speclflcaily authorized in 

writing by BLM’s Authorized Officer. 

Narratlve: These Important areas (9,700 acres) have been Identified by the BLM 

and DOW. The reproductive season Is a crucial period In the ilfe cycle of these species. 

Disturbances during this period may create unnecessary stress and reduce the herd produc- 

tivity (see FEIS, Fig. 2-3). 

7. Dolores River Canyon 

Stipulation: No-Surface Occupancy 

Narrative: These portions of the Dolores River Canyon (21,600 acres) contain 

slgniflcant recreatlonal and visual values. The no-surface occupancy stipulation Is meant 

to protect the msln portion and viewshed of the Dolores River Canyon. The vlewshed is 

portrayed on the maps In the Sacred Mountain and San Miguel Oi I and Gas Umbrel la EAs on 
f I le in the San Juan Resource Area. Operations proposed on the described lands will not 
be approved, unless it is shown to BLM(s Authorized Officer’s satisfaction that the 

stlpuiatlon objective can still be met. 
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8. McEImo Research Natural Area (RNA) 

Stlpulatlon: No-Surface Occupancy 

Narrative: This RNA contains lmportant habltat for rare species of flora and 

fauna. 01sturbance could dl wupt ongolng research In the area. 

9. Menefee and Weber Mountafns 

Stlpulatlon: No-Surface Occupancy 

Narrative: These two mountalns (enccmpassIng 8,720 acres) contain unique road- 

less, backcountry values. Lylng wfthln vleu of Mesa Verde National Park, these extremely 

steep and rugged mountains have been closed to off-road vehicles. To protect these 

values, the public lands will be leased but with a no-surface occupiincy stTpulat1on. 

Operatlons proposed on the described lands wl! I not be approved unless ft 1s shown to 

13LMts Authorized Officer’s satlsfactlon that the stlpulatlon objective can stfll be met. 

Cultural Areas 

Stlpulatlons beyond the standard lease form for 011 and gas developlnent are allowed 

In a no-surface occupancy (NSO) form for areas where stgnlflcant surface values warrant 

complete avoidance. Several cultural resource sites and cultural resource dlstrlcts In 

the San Juan Resource Area are of natlonal slgnlflcance and have been proposed for NSO 

stfpulatlons (see Table 4-2). Many of these resources also have world-class slgnlflcance, 

because they are slmIlar In nature and scfentlflc potential to those that Ile In Mesa 

Verde Natlonal Park, now a World Heritage Park. Their status as slgnlflcant sites 1s 

supported by their fnclus1on or potential lncluslon to the Natlonal Register of Hlstorlc 

Places (NRHP). The 1966 HIstorlc Preservation Act as amended, Executive Order 11593, and 

the 1979 Archaeological Resources Protection Act mandate that Federal agencies Inventory, 

eva I uate, protect, and enhance all cultural resources Ilsted or ellglble for lfstlng on 

the ERHP. The major regulations that deal with determfnatlons of sfte slgnfflcance and 

sfte avoidance and(or) mftlgatlon are contaIned ln 36 CFR 60 and 36 CFR 800. 

Crlterla for determfnlng NRHP ellgfblllty are as follows: “The following crlterla 

shal I be used In evaluating propertfes for ntifnatlon to the National Reglster...and for 

evaluating Natlonal Register ellglb1lIty of properties affected by Federal agency under- 

takfrgs.... The qualIly of slgnlflcance In American history, architecture, archaeology, 

and culture 1s present In dlstrlcts, sites, bulldfngs, structures, and objects of State 

and local Importance that possess integrity of Iocatfon, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling, and assoctatlon, and 

(a) That are associated with events that have made a s 191 f leant contr 1 but lon to the 

broad patterns of our hlstory; or 

(b) That are associated with the llves of persons slgnlflcant ln our past; or 

(c) That embody the dlstlnctfve characterlstlcs of a type, perlod, or method of 

constructlon, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 

artlstlc values, or that represent a slgnlflcant and dlstlngulshable entity 

whose components may lack Indlvldual dlstlnctlon; or 
(d) That have yIelded, or may be lfkely to yield, lnformatfon lmportant In 

prehlstory or htstory. 
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Table 4-2. Eiiglbility Criteria for Cultural Areas (for Place&t on the 

Natlonai Register of Historic Places INRHPi).* 

---- 
Critet-Ion A Criterion B - Criterion C Cr I ter ion D 

****************** **************** ********************* *************** 

Associated with Associ atad ni th Embody character1 s- Have yfeided or 

events that made lives of persons tics of type, period, likely to yield 

Cu itural sign if lcant con- slgn If lcant in method of construc- important 

Area tr I but ions to our past. tion, or work of information in 

broad patterns of master; possess high prehistory or 

our history. artistic values; or h I story. 

represent signifi- 

cant, distinguishable 

entity whose canpon- 

ents lack distinc- 

tion. 

Battle Rock El iglbie 

Bui I Canyon 

Rock Shelter El lgibie 

Cahone Canyon El igibie Eligible 

Cannonbai I 
Ruin Nominated 

Cross Canyon 

and Cow Mesa Eligible Eligible 

Dolores Cave Eligible 

Domlnguez- 

Esca iante 

Ruln * * * * * * * * (Currenti y listed on NRWI- - - - - - - 

Easter Ruin Eligible 

Indian 

Henry’s 

Cab1 n El igibie 

Lightning 

Tree Tower 

Grcup Ellgibie 

Lowry Ruin i3 

Association * * * (Designated National Historic Landmark and listed on NRHP) - - 

El iglbie 

Eiigibie 

El lgibie 

Nominated 

Eligible 

El igibie 

Eligible 

Eiigibie 

4-11 



Table 4-2. Eilglbiiity Criteria for Cultural Areas (for Piacemnt on the 

National Register of Historic Places INRHPll--(Continued).* 

---- 
Crlterlon A Criterion B Cr iter ion C Criterion D 

****************** **************** *************--****** **--**-----*--- 

Associated with Assocl ated wl th Embody character Is- Have yleided or 

events that made I Ives of persons tics of type, period, likely to yield 

Cultural sign if icant con- slgn if lcant in method Of conStruc- important 

Area tr i but Ions to our past. tion, or work of inforiwtion In 

broad patterns of master; possess high preh I story or 

our h I story. artistic values; or h Istory. 

represent sign if i- 

cant, distinguishable 

entity whose canpon- 

ents lack distlnc- 

tion. 

McLean Bas I n 

Towers Nom1 nated Nominated 

Painted Hand 
Petrog iyphs El lgible El Igibie 

Painted Hand 

Ruin El igibie 

Sand and East 

Rock canyons Nominated 

Seven Towers 

Ruin Group 

Squaw/Papoose 

canyons 

Tabeguache 

Canyon L 

Tabeguache 

Cave I I 

El lgibie 

El lglbie 

Eilgibie 

Eligible 

Nominated 

El lgibie 

Eligible 

El igibie 

Tabeguache 

Pueblo El iglbie El igibie 

*See narrative in this appendix for detailed description of these cultural areas. 
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These criteria have been used as part of the assessment of the significance 

of the sites and districts listed below where special and NSO stipulations are 

proposed in this plan (see Table 4-2 for site comparisons and criteria). 

1. Sand/East Rock Canyons (5,880 acres). This area was nominated to the NRHP in 

1977 but has not yet been acted upon. ELM’s San Juan Resource Area Office has a copy of 

this nomination as submitted. The sites included in these canyons qualify for eligibility 
to the National Register under criteria (a) and (d). The information they may yield is 

related to the final Anasazi occupations. Many of the sites possess unique astronomical 

associations and pose defensive orientations. Special operating stipulations and NSO 

stipulations have been in effect in these canyons since they were proposed for protective 

withdrawal in 1972. Due to the topographical ly prohibitive nature of much of the canyon 

area, access has been limited and many of the signif lcant cultural values remain minimally 

disturbed. Where vehicle access has occurred, site monitoring has revealed accelerated 

structural deter iorat Ion, erosion, and vanda I i sm. The NSO stipulation will ellmlnate the 

detrimental effects of vehicle access into the area and maintain the integrity and 

association of the cultural values free from added intrusion and setting alteration. 

Under 43 CFR Public Land Order No. 6563 (effective August 22, 19841, Sand Canyon Archae- 

ological Site (4,886 acres) was withdrawn from surface entry and mining to protect the 

archaeological values for 20 years (however, the lands wil I iemain open to mineral 

leasing). 

2. Cannonbal I Ruin (80 acres). This complex is currently withdrawn from all mineral 

entry and was recognized regional ly and national ly as important in the archaeologic liter- 
ature as early as 1919. Cannonball Ruin has been nominated to the NRHP, under criteria 
(c) and (d), as it is an established research site and is representative of the large 

canyon head pueblo-type complex. NSO stipulations are necessary to avoid direct physical 
damage to this ruin complex and slgnlficant scientific data loss. 

3. Lowry Ruin 8 Associations (240 acres). This site is a National Historic 
Landmark, is currently listed on the NRHP, and is under a protective withdrawal. A NSO 

stipulation would continue to protect the site and its associated surrcundings, which are 

also considered eligible to the NRHP under criteria (a), (cl, and (d). 

4. Dominguez-Escalante Ruins (40 acres). Escalante Ruin is listed on the NRHP and 

the Dominguez-Escalante ccmplex (associated with the ruin) is in the process of formal 

eligibility determination. The area encompassing this complex is currently protected by 

an administrative withdrawal and is the site of the Anasazi Heritage Center to be 

completed in the fal I of 1985. A NSO stipulation is in effect to protect the site. 

5. Tabeguache Cave II and Tabeguache Canyon (560 acres). Tabeguache Cave II lies 

within Tabeguache Canyon, where research has contributed significant information about the 

prehistory of the area (criteria a and d). A high potential. for such additional data at 

numercus sites within the canyon exists. The el iglbility of this canyon to the NRHP has 

been evaluated and supported based on existing research data. A portion of the area has 
been proposed for status as an Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) and is conf lned topographi- 

cal ly. There is currently no vehicle access into much of the canyon and, as a result, 
many sites remain in pristine condition. Occupancy of the canyon by oil and gas leasing 
operations and the associated access would destroy much of the scientific value of the 

sites within the canyon, their association, and their setting --al I important values that 

qualify this district for National Register listing. A NSO stipulation is necessary to 
protect these va I ues. 
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6. &lores Cave (60 acres). This site has been researched and possesses data that 

make It ellglble to the NliiP under crlterla (a) and (d). The slte has not been formal ly 

ncmlnated due to both a lack of budget and personnel. A NSO stlpulatlon will protect the 

shelter and lmmedlate area fran physIcal damage. 

7. Bull Canyon Rockshelter (5 acres). Thls site has been evaluated and Is con- 

sldered ellglble to the NRHP under crlterla (c) and (d), evldenclng a rare and important 

paleoIndlan occupation. A NSO stIpulatlon wll I protect the physlcal remains of thls sfte. 

8. Tabeguache Pueblo ( 120 acres). lnformatlon galned frun research done at this 

slte (120 acres) quallfles’lt for NRHP listing under criteria (c) and (d). A NSO stlpu- 

latlon wll I protect the site and Its Immediate asticlatlons fran Intrusfon and physlcal 

damage. 

9. McLean Basin Towers (80 acres). This s1 te has been proposed for nomlnat Ion to 

the FWHP under crlterIa (c) and (d) and Is currently under a protective wlthdrawal. A NSO 

st!pulatlon contlnues’to protect the site and lmmedtate area from damage. 

10. Squaw/Papoose and Cross/Cahone Canyons (23,400 acres). These areas, together 
with Cow Mesa, are topographlcal ly constralned areas of un lque and national ly slgnlflcant 

cultural values. A wide range of site types and prehfstorfc and hIstorIc uses are repre- 

sented In these canyon and mesa habitats. Of the recorded s1 tes In the canyon and Cow 

Mesa areas, m3re than 90 percent are consIdered ellglble or potentially ellglble under 

crIterIa (a), (cl, and (d). Potential ly elIgIble sites have surface IndIcatlons of belng 

slgnlflcant, but flnal determlnatlon must be made by testing or excavation. The NSO stIp- 

ulatlon proposed here would preserve the lntegrlty and assoclatton ?f the Anasazl sites 

and cultural resource (prehlstorlc and hlstorlc) settings In the last retmInIng undfs- 
turbed canyons and mesa tops used by the Anasazl on public land ln southwest Colorado. 

Analysis of the relatIonshIps between preh1storIc sites and the progress!on of hfstorlc 

Euro-American and Native American sltes In these canyons have Immense sclentlflc and 
pub1 Ic value. The absence or alteratlon of this setting and assoclatlon will destroy many 

of the quaIltIes that qualify them for NlHP Ilstlng. 

11. Palnted Hand Petroglyphs (120 acres). Thls site Is considered ellglble to the 

NRHP under crlterla (c) and (d). It currently Is protected from mlneral entry by an 

admlnlstratlve wlthdrawal. The NSO stlpulatlon would preserve the site fran disturbance 

and Intruslon. 

12. PaInted Hand Ruin (80 acres). A NSO stIpulatIon on thfs site Is needed to 

protect 1 ts physIcal ramalns and relevant habl tat. Pa lnted Hand Ruln has been evaluated 

as ellglble for the NRHP under crlterfon (d). 

13. lndlan Henry’s Cabln (160 acres). This hlstorlc site 1s consIdered ellglble to 

the NRHP under crIterIon (b). A NSO stlpulatlon wII I protect the area occupied by th!s 

hlstor Ic f Igure. 

14. Lfqhtnlng Tree Tower Group (160 acres). This lnterrelated complex of Anasarl 

sites has been evaluated as ellglble for the NRHP under crlterla (c) and (d). A NSO 

stlpulatfon on this site complex wll I protect It from physlcal Impacts and wlll also 

malntaln Its Integrity. 
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15. Buffer for Hovenweep National Monument (600 acres). This I/4-mile wide corridor 

surrounding the Horseshoe House/Holly House segment of Hovenweep National Monument is pro- 

posed for a NSO stlpulatlon to protect the setting of this slgnif Icant archaeologic 

resource (currently managed by the National Park Service). 

16. Battle Rock (40 acres). A NSO stipulation is necessary to protect this area of 

slgnlficant cultural value. A large sandstone nonollth rising several hundred feet above 

the McElmo dralnage floodplain, this rock Is mentioned in local Apache and Navajo folklore 

and as such is an established Native Amarlcan cultural site. Battle Rock Is consldered 

ellglble to the NRHP under criteria (a) and (d). (In addition, BLM Is also mandated by 

the 1979 Archaeological Resources Protection Act to preserve al I sites sacred to NatIVe 

American groups.) 

17. Easter Ruin (80 acres). This large pueblo site Is considered ellglble to the 

NRHP under criteria (c) and (d) and is proposed for NSO stipulations to protect the 

physlcal remains of the site and Its canyon associations. 

18. Seven Towers Ruin Group (40 acres). This group of related archaeologic sites 

lies on Mockingbird Mesa and Is consIdered ellgtble for inclusion on the NRHP under 

criteria Cc) and (d) and as a related part of the Mockingbird Mesa Archaeological 

Dlstr Ict. A NSO stipulation would protect the large ruin at the canyonhead and its 

associated sites and features fran physlcal damage. 

Special stipulations may be imposed at the APD stage to protect slgniflcant cultural 

values on Mocklngbird and Hamilton mesas and near Hanging Flume. These may include but 

are not limited to: vehicle access closures to reduce the Impacts from vandalism, mltiga- 

tlon stlpulatlons to discourage vandalism by operator personnel, Intense monitoring of al I 
operations by cultural resource personnel, restrictive site or areal fencing preventing 

access over and Into Important cultural areas , educatlonal or Interpretive slgnlng, 

reclamation speclflc to the area that will return it to Its original setting, andlor) more 

Intense seasonal restrictions to both reduce damage to the cultural resource setting and 

to reduce impacts fran access. 
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Map 4-3. Current pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases within 
Cahone Canyon WSA (see Table 4-3 for corresponding lease 
numbers and status; BLM Data, August 1984). 
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Map 4-4. Current pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases within 
Cross Canyon WSA (see Table 4-3 for corresponding lease 
numbers and status; BLM Data, August 1984). 
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Map 4-5. Current pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases within 
Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA (see Table 4-3 for corresponding 
lease numbers and status; BLM Data, August 1984). 



Table 4-3. Pre-FLPMA Oil and Gas Leases within WSAs.* 

WSA 

Lease Lease 

letter no. Status 

Cross Canyon 

Colorado 

Utah 

Cahone Canyon A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

K 

L 

9419 Held by production--McElmo Unit 

9895 Held by production--McEImo Unit 

9983-A Held by production--McElmo Unit 

16975 Held by production-+lcEImo Unit 

18415 Expires 4-l-85 

19352 Held by productlon--McElmo Unit 

26008 Held by production--McEImo Unit 

28493 Held by production-+cEImo Unit 

080773A Canmun it I zed and held by product ion-- CA #SW-593 

0103715A Canmun it ized and held by product ion-- CA #SW-593 

01206108 Held by production--McElmo Unit 

0127321A Held by production--McEImo Unit 

A 4042 

B 4342 

C 4696 

D 9418 
E 10110 

F 11662 

G 12049 

H 12465 

I 13895 

J 14236 

K 17620A 

L 19355 

M 19356 
N 19478 

0 22369 

P 22370 

Q 22491 

R 22712 

S 24213 

T 24214 
U 242 17 

V 26075 

W 26076 
X 26079 
Y 26081 

Z 26082 
AA 26377 

BB 26975 

cc 26976 
DD 27195 

EE 
FF 

U19053A 
U2 1273 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production-+lcElmo Unit 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 
Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production-+lcEImo Unit 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Dedicated to Lease C-19355-A; Expiration date 

extended to 4-12-86 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 
Held by production-+icElmo Un It 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 
Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by product ion--McEImo Un it 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 

Held by product Ion--McElmo Un It 

Held by production--McEImo Unit 

Held by product ion-+lcElmo Un it 
Held by production--McElmo Unit 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 

Held by production--McElmo Unit 
Segregated--extended to 4-l 2-86 

Expires 4-12-86 
Expires 4-12-86 
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Table 4-3. Pre-FLPMA 011 and Gas Leases within WSAs (continued).* 

WSA 

Lease Lease 

letter no. Status 

Squaw/Papoose Car 

Colorado 

A 19357 Expires 10-31-85 

B 23549 Expires 3-l-66 

C 26973 Held by production--McElmo Unit 
cl 26968 Commun i t ized and held by product ion-- CA #CO-M-12 

E 27198 Expires g-30-86 
F 0124747 Commun itized and held by production-- CA #SW-683-- 

has new lease 136139, wh lch Is held by produc- 

tion--McEImo Unit 

G 36139 Lease held by production 

Utah 

WSA 

H U3 1480 Expires 2-22-86 

I u24951 Exp i res 2-22-86 

Approximate 

Lease no. Status locat ion 

Other WSAs** 

Dolores River Canyon 22422 

McKenna Peak -- 

Menefee Mounta in -- 

Tabeguache Creek -- 

Weber Mounta In 4231 

18401 Expires 5-31-85 

18402 

23819 

Exp lres 4-30-85 

None 

None 

None 

Lease held by product Ion 

Lease held by product Ion 

Expires 6-30-86 

T. 46 N., R. 18 W., 

Sections 11 and 12 

T. 35 N., R. 14 W., 

Sect ions 12 and 13 

T. 35 N., R. 13 W., 

Sections 7 and 18 

T. 35 N., R. 14 W., 

Sect ion 25 

T. 35 N., R. 14 W., 

Section 24 

T. 35 N., R. 13 W., 

Sect Ion 8 

* See Maps 4-3 through 4-5 preceding Table 4-3 for approximate locations of these leases 

withln the WSAs. 

**These leases were not plotted because of their smal I numbers. 

Source: BLM Data. as of August 16, 1984. 
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Form 310@11* 
(March 19W 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MUM APPYOWD 

OMII No. I- 
Expires Janwy 31, 1986 

Serial No. 

OFFER TO LEASE AND LEASE FOR OIL AND GAS 

The undersigned (rcvcrse) offers to lease all or any of the lands in item 2 thar are available for lease pursuant to the Mmeral Losing Act of 1920 (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq.). thr Mineral Leasing 
ACI for Acquired Lands (30 U.S.C. 35l-359), the Attorney General’s Opinion of April 2. 1941 (40 OP. Atty: Gcn. 41). or the 

Read Instructions Before Complrting 

I. Name 

City, State, Zip Code 

2. This offer/lease is for: (Check Only One) 0 PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 

Surface managing agency if other than BLM: _~ 

Legal description of land requested: 

T. R. Meridian 

_. 

[7 ACQUIRED LANDS (percent U.S. interest -__ ) 

-. Unit/Project - -~-- -_---. 

SCIIC COU”ty 

Total acres applied for _______ 

Amount remitted: Filing fee $ _______. Rental fee S --- Tad I _____~___ 

3. Land included in lease: 
DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE 

T. R. Meridian state COU”ty 

Total acres in lease 

Rental retained S-- 

In accordance with the above offer, or the previously submitted simultaneous oil and gas lease application or competitive bid, this lease is issued granting the exclusive right lo drill for. mine. 
extract. remove and dispose of all the oil and gas (except helium) in the lands descri&j in item 3 together with the right to build and maintain necessary improvements thereupon for the term indicaled 
below, subject to renewal or extension in accordance with the appropriate leasing authority. Rights granted are subject to applicable laws. the tern. conditions. and attached stipulations of this 
lease, the Secrclary of the Interior’s regulations and formal orders in effect as of lease issuance. and to regulations and formal orders hereafter promulgated when not inconsistent with lease right 
granted or specific provisions of this lease. 

Typ and primary term of lease: THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Cl Simultaneous noncompetitive lease (ten years) by -. ---- 
(Signing ONucr) 

q Regular noncompclitivc least (ten years) 
_- 

Cl Competitive lease (five years) (TillC) (Date, 
4-2 1 

cl other .- --._---- ~-- EFFECTIVE DATE OF LEASE 

*(Formerly 3110-1, 2, 3. 3120-l. 7. 3130-i. 5. and 7) 



4, (a) Undersigned certifies that (1) offeror is a citizen of the United States: an association of such citizens; a municipality: or a corporation organized under Ihc laws of the United States or 
of any State or Territory Iher& (2) all parties holding an inter.3 in the offer are in compliance with 43 CFR 3100 and the leasing authorities; (3) offeror’s chargeable interests. direct and iodircct, 
in either public domain or acquired Inndn do not cacecd 200,ooO acrc~ in oil sod gas options or 246.080 acres in “plions and leases in the same State, or 300,OOO acres in leases and 200,ooO acrea 
in oplioru in either leasing District in Alaska; and (4) offeror is not considered a minor under the laws of the State is which the lands covcrcd by this offer arc laatcd. 

(b) Undersigned agrees that SignaNre to this offer constitutes acceptaocc of this leax. including rdl ICroIs. conditions, and stipulations of which offeror has been given notice. and any amendment 

or separate lease that may include any land described in this offer open to leasing at the time this offer was fdcd but omitted for any reason from this lease. The offeror further agrees that this 
offer cannot be Ahdrawn, either in whole or part, unless the withdrawal is received by the BLM State Office before this lease. an amendment to this lease, or a separate lease, whichever covers 

the land described in the withdrawal. has been signed on behalf of the United Stales. 
This offer will be rejected and will afford offeror no priority if i1 is not properly completed and exceuted In iccordance with the regulalionr, or if it is not accompanied by the required 

psymcnlr. 18 U.S.C. .Scc. 1001 makes it a crlrnc for any person knowingly and willfblly lo make lo any Dcpnrttnenl or agency of Ihe Unltcd Sl&cs any false, fictitious or fraudulenl 
stalements or represenlatlons as to any matter within its jurisdiction. 

Duly cxczutcd this ___ day of , l9-. ___-- --___ 
CSignnm uf Lessee or Anomy-in-fact) 

LEASE TERMS 

Sec. I. Rentals-Rends shall be paid to proper oftice of lessor in advance of each lease year. 
Annual rental rates per acre or fraction thereof arc: 

(a) Simultnncous noncompctirivc lease. $1.00 for the lirst 5 years. thcre;lf!er, $3.00; 
(b) Regular noncompetitive lease. S I .oO; 
(c) Competitive lease. $2.00; or 
(d) Other, see anachment. 

If all or part of a noncompetitive leasehold is determined 10 be within a known geological 
s1rucNm or a favorable petroleum geological province, annual rental shall become $2.00. 
bcginniog with the lease year following notice of such determination. However. R lease that would 
od~crwisc be subjccr to renrul of more than $2.00 shsll continue to be subject 10 the higher rental. 

If this lose or a portion thereof is committed 10 an approved cooperalive or uni! plan which 
mcludcs a well cnpablc of producing leased rcso~rccs. and the plan contains a provision for 
allocation of production. royallies shall be paid oo the production allocalcd 10 this lease. 
However. annual rentals shall conrinue to be due at the rate spcciticd in (a). (b). (c). Or (d) 
for [hose lands no, widin a panicipaling area. 

Failure to pay annual rental. if due, on or before the anniversary dale of this lcasz (or next 
ofticial working day if office is closed) shall auromatically terminare this lease by operation of 
law. Rentals may be wived. reduced. or suspended by Ihe Secretary upon a SuftiCiCot showing 
by lessee. 

Sec. 2. Royalties-Royalties shall be paid 10 proper office of lessor. Royalties shall be corn- 
puted in accordance with regulations on production removed or sold. Royalty rates arc: 

(a) Simulraneous noncompclirive lease. 12% %; 
@) Regular noncompetitive lease. 12% 96; 
(c) Competitive lease. see attachment; or 
(d) Olher. see anachment. 

Lessor reserves rhe right to specify whether royalty is lo be paid in value or in kind, and the 
right to establish reasonable minimum values on producrs ahcr giving lessee norice and an 
opporiunity 10 be heard. When paid in value. royalties shall be due and payable on the last day 
of rhe month following the mbnlh in which production occurred. When paid in kind, producrion 
shall be delivered. unless otherwise agreed to by lessor. in merchantable condifion on the 
premises where prcwluccd without cost 10 lessor. Lc~ace shall no, be required 10 bold such pro- 
Juclion in sloragc beyond the Ias, Jay of the month followmg the monlb m which production 
~wcurrcd, nor shall lessee be held liable for loss or drwucrion of royalty oil or other products 
m srorage from causes beyond rhe reasonable control 01 lessee. 

Minimum royally shall be due for any lease year after discovery in which royalty payments 
aggregate less than $1 .oO per acre. Lessee .\ball pay such difference at end of Icasc year. This 
!~unmum royally may be waived. suspended. or reduced. and the above royalty raps may be 
reduced. for all or portions of rhis lease if Ihe Sccreury dcrernunes d~at such action is necessary 
w rnroursge Ihe grcawsl ulrimare recovery of the leased resources. or is otherwise justilied. 

An inwrest charge shall be assessed on late royalty paymenrs or underpayments in accordance 
~8th the Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management Acr of 1982 (FOGRMA) (96 Stat. 2447). 
Lessee shall be liable for royalry paymenrs on oil and gas losr or wasted from a lease site when 
wrh loss or wasw is due 10 negligence on rhe part of rhc operalor. or due to Ihc fzlilurc to comply 
~ltb uy tulc, rcgulntion. order. or &lion issued under FOGKMA or the leasing aurhority. 

Sr\,. 3. Bonds--l.esscr shall tile and mainNin any bond required under regulations. 

Sec. 4. Diligence. rale of development. utilization. and drainage--lessee shall exercise 
reasonable diligence in developing and producing. and shall prevent unnecessary damage 10. 
IOM of, or waste ol leased resources. Lcnsor rcscrws righI to specify rater ol drvclopmcnr and 
production in Ihe public intercsl and 10 require lessee to suhscrihe to a cooperalive or unil plan. 
u 111un 30 days of no&x. if dccrncd necessary for proper developmenl and opcratlon of area. 
field. or pool embracing these leased lands. Lessee shall drill and produce wells necessary 10 
prorecl Icased lands from drainage or pay compensalory royalty for drainage in amount 
determined by lewv 

SCS. 5. Do~umcnts. evidence. sod inspection-Lxssce shall lilt with proper oflice of lessor. 
no, later lhan 30 days after effccrivc dam thereof. any contract or evidence of other arrangement 
for ;ilr ordispxal of production. A( such times and in such form as lessor wry prescribe. lessee 
shall furnish detailed statements showing amountz and quality of all products removed and sold. 
proceeds therefrom. and amount used for production purposes or unavoidably lost. Lessee may 
be required to provide plats and schematic diagrams showing dcvclopment work and im- 
provements. and reporls with respecr 10 parties in interest. expcndiNres. and depreciation costs. 
In rhc forto prescribed by lessor, lessee shall keep a daily drilling record, a log. informadon 
on well surveys and ~csts, and a record of subsurface invcsligarions and furnish copies to lessor 
when required. Lessee shall keep open st all reasonable times for inspcclioe by any nulhorizcd 
oflicer of lessor, the leased premises and all wells, improvements, machinery, and futures thereon, 
and all books, accounts. maps. and records relative to operations, surveys. or invcsligarions 
on or in the leased lands. Lessee shall maintain copies of all contracts. sales agreements. ac- 
counting records, and documentation such as billings. invoices. or similar documentation tha! 

s”pporfs mm claimed a “w,UfacNri”& preparation, and/or transportation costs. All such records 
shall be maintained in lc~scx’s accounting offices for fi~nrre audiI by Icssor. Lessee shall main- 
tain required records for 6 years after they arc gcnerawxl or, if an audit or invesligation is under- 
way. until released of the obligation to maintain such records by lessor. 

During existence of this lease. informalion obtained under this section shall be closed IO 
inspection by the public in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). 

Sec. 6. Conduct of operations-&.s.cc shall conduct operations in a maoncr that minimizes adverse 
impacts 10 the land. air, and water, to CdNd. biological. visual, and other resources. and to 
other land uses or users. Lessee shall take reasonable measures deemed necessary by lessor to 
accomplish the intent of this section. To the extenl consistent with lease rights granted. such 
measures may include, bui are not limited to. modification fo siring or design of facilities. timing 
of operations. and spccifica~ion of interim and final reclamation rncasurcs. Lessor reserves the 
right 10 continue existing uses and to authorize future uses upon or in the leased lands. including 
the approval of easements or rights-of-ways. Such uses shall be conditioned so as to prevent 
unnecessary or unreasonable inwfcrcnce with rights of Ics.sce. 

Prior to disNrbing the surface of the leased lands, lessee shall contact lessor to be apprised 
of procedures 10 be followed and modifications or reclamation measures [hat may be necessary. 
Areas to be disturbed may rquire invenmries or special studies 10 determine the extent of im- 
pacts 10 other resources. Lessee may he required to complete minor invcmories or ghort term 
special studies under guidelines provided by lessor. if in the conduct of operarions. threatened 
or endangered spies, objects of historic or scientific intcrcst. or substaotial unanticipated en- 
vironmental effects arc observed, lessee shall immediately contact lessor. Lessee shall cease any 
operations that would res~lh in Ihe destruction of such species or objects. 

Sec. 7. Mining operations-To rhe ex~nt [hat impacrs from mining operations would be 
substantially differem or grrnrcr than [hose associated with normal drilling operalions. lessor 
reserves rhe right to deny approval of such operalions. 

Sec. 8. Extraction of helium--lersor reserves the option of extracting or having extracrcd 
helium from gas production in a manner spcc~ficd and by means provided by lessor at no 
expense or loss LO lessee or owner of the gas. Lessee shall include in sny comrac~ or sale of 
gas the provisions of this s&on. 

Sec. 9. Damages ro properfy--lzr~cr bhall pay leswr for damage to lessor*s improvcmcnl.x. 
and shall save and hold lessor harmless from all claims for damage or harm to persons or prop 
erty iis a result of lease operations. 

Sec. IO. Prorcclion of diverse inlercsts and equal opportueily--lessee shall: pay when due all 
taxes legally asscsscd and levied under laws of the Sta~c or Ihe Uniled Stales; accord all 
employees complete freedom of purchase: pay all wages at least twice each month in lawful 
money of rhe United Slares; mainrain a snfc working environment in accordance with standard 
induslry practices; and rake measures necessary 10 prowcr the health and safely of the public. 

Lessor reserves Ihe righr 10 ensure that produclion is sold a, reasonable prices and ,o prevent 
monopoly. If lesrce operates a pipeline. or owns coolrolling interesr in a pipclinc or a company 
operating a pipeline. uhich may he opcrakxl xccssihlc 10 oil derived from these leased lands. 
lcsscc shall comply wifh secfion 28 of lbe Mineral Leasing Act of 1920. 

Lessee shall comply wilh Erecu~ive Order No. I1246 of September 24. 1965. as amended, 
and regulations and relevam orders of the Secrckuy of labor issued pursuant thereto. Neither 
lessee nor lessee’s suhcon~rac~rs shall maintain segrcgawd fxililies. 

Sec. I I. Transfer of lease interests and relinquishmeal of lease--As required by regulations. 
lessee shall file wilh Icssur any acnignrncnr or other transfer of an interest in this Iwse. I~ssce 
may relinquish this lease or any legal subdivision by filing in the proper ofke a written relin- 
quishmenl. which shall be cffeclivc as of the date of tiling, subject to Ihe continued obligarion 
of the lessee and surety to pay all accrued rentals and royalties. 

Sec. 12. Delivery of premises-At such time as all or pnions of this lease arc reNmcd to lessor. 
lessee shall place affected wells in condition for swpension or abandonment. rcclaim~the land 
as specified by lessor and. within a reasonable period of time. remove equipments and 
improvements no! deemed necessary by lessor for prc.\ervarion of producible wells. 

Sec. 13. Proceedings in case of defauh-If lessee fails to comply wirh any provisions of this 
lease. and Ihe noncompliance con~inuss for 30 days after written notice thereof, this lease shall 
be subject to cancellation. Lcsscc shall also be subject to applicable provisions and pcrulties 
of FOGRMA (96 Stat. 2447). However. if this lra.sc includes land known to contain valuable 
deposits of leased resources. il may be cancelled only hy judicial proceedings. Thhls provision 
shall not be conswucd N prevent the exercise by lessor of any other legal and quirable remedy. 
including waiver of the defaull. Any such remedy or wawcr shall not prevent later cancellalion 
for the same defauh occurring at any other rime. 

Sec. 14. Heirs nod successors-in-inrerr.\l--cb obligation of this lcasc shall exwnd 10 and be 
binding upon. and every benefit hereof shall inure 10 the heirs. cxccu~ors. administralors. suc- 
cessors, bcncticiaries. or assignees of the respcclive panics hereto. 
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Form 3400-12 Serial Number 
(April 1994) UNITED STATES 
lFormrrly :WO- I P DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAIJ OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

COAL LEASE 
--.~ -- I ___- ________ ew:---=--- --- ---_ 5= 
PART I. LEASE RIGHTS GRANTED 

This lease, entered into by and between the UNITED STATES OP AMKKICA. hereinafter called lessor, through the Bureau of Land Management. and 
(Name and Address) 

hereinafter called lessee. is effective (date) , for a period of 20 years and for so long thereafter as coal is produced in commercial 
quantities from the leased lands, subject to readjustment of lease terms at the end of the 20th lease year and each lo-year period thereafter. 

Sec. 1. This lease is issued pursuant and subject to the terms and provisions of the: 

0 Mineral Lands Leasing Act of 1920. Act of February 25. 1920. as amended. 41 Stnt. 437,30 U.S.C. 181-287. hereinafter referred to as the Act: 
0 Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands, Act of August 7, 1947.61 Stat. 913. 30 USC. 351359; 

and to the regulations and formal orders of the Secretary of the Interior which are now or hereafter in force, when not inconsistent with the express 
and specific provisions herein. 

Sec. 2. Lessor, in consideration of any bonuses, rents, and royalties to be paid, and the conditions and covenants to be observed as herein set forth, 
hereby grants and leases to lessee the exclusive right and privilege to drill for. mine, extract, remove, or otherwise process and dispose of the coal 
deposits in, upon, or under the following described lands: 

containing acres, more or less, together with the right to construct such works, buildings, plants. structures, equipment and appliances 
and the right to use such on-lease rights-of-way which may be necessary and convenient in the exercise of the rights and privileges granted, subject to 
the conditions herein provided. 

PART II. TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Sec. 1. (a) RENTAL RATE - I.essee shall pay lessor rental annu~~lly and 
in advance for each acre or fraction thereof during the continuance ol 
the lease at the rate of S for eitch lease year. 

(b) RENTAL CREDITS - Rental shall not be credited against rithrr 
production or advance royalties for any yrar. 

Sec. 2. (a) F’RODUCTION ROYALTIES - The royalty shall be per. 
cent of the value of the coal as set forth in the regulations. Royalties are 
due to lessor the final day of the month succeeding the cnlcndnr month 
in which the royalty obligation accrues. 

(b) ADVANCE ROYALTIES - Upon request by the lessee, the authorized 
officer may accept, for a total of not more than 10 years. the payment of 
advance royalties in lieu of continued operation, consistent with the 
regulations. The advance royalty shall be based on a pcrccnt of the 
value of a minimum number of tons determined in the manner 
established by the advance royalty regulations in effect at the time the 
lessee requests approval to pay advance royalties in lieu of continued 
operation. 

Sec. 4. DILIGENCE - This lease is subject to the conditions of diligent 
dcvclopment and continued operation. except that these conditions are 
excused when operations under the lease are interrupted by strikes, the 
cl~mcnts, or casualties nut attributable to the lessee. The lessor, in the 
put)iicintcrest.maysuspend thecondition ofcontinucdoperationupon 
payment of advnnce royalties in accordance with the regulations in 
existence at thr time of’tho suspension. Lessee’s failure to produce coal 
in cummcrcinl quantities at the end of 10 years shall terminate the 
Ic;~e. I ,cssce shall submit an operation and reclamation plan pursuant 
to +ction 7 of the Act not later than 3 years after lease issuance. 

‘I’hc lessor reserves the power to assent toor order the suspension of the 
terms and conditions of this lease in accordance with, inter alia. 
Scrrurn 39 of the Mineral Leasing Act, 30 U.S.C. 209. 

SCC. 3. LOGICAL MINING UNIT (LMU) - Either upon approval by the 
lessor of the lessee’s application or at the direction of the lessor, this 
lease shall become an LIMU or part of an LMU, subject to the provisions 
set forth in the rcgulntions. 

Sec. 3. BONDS - l.essee shall maintain in the proper office a Ieasc bond 
in the amount of$ .‘l’hc authorized officer mny require an 
increnae in this amount when additional coverage is determined 
appropriate. 4-23 included in an LMU. 

The stipulations established in an LMU approval in effect at the timeof 
LMU opprovul will supersede the relevnnt inconsistent terms of this 
lease so long as the leusc remains committed to the LMU. If the LMU of 
which this lease in a pnrt is dissolved, the lcuse shall then be subject to 
the lease terms which would have been applied ifthe lease had not been 



Sec. 6. DOCUMENTS. EVIDENCE AND INSPECTION - At such times und 
in such form as lessor may prrscribe. lessee sh;~ll furnish tl~*li~ilctl 
stutcmcnts showing the amounls und quality of ull products rcmrlvrd 
and sold from the lease, the proceeds thcrcl’rom. und lhc um~runt used 
for production purposes or unuvoidobly lost. 

Lessee shall keep open at all reasonable times for the inspection ofany 
duly authorized officer of lessor, the leased premises and ull surface and 
underground improvements. works, machinery. arc stockpiles. equip. 
mcnt. and all books. accounts. maps. and records rcalntivc to opc*rations. 
surveys, or investigntions on or under the Ir;rscd Innds. 

Lessee shall allow lessor access to and copying of documents reason- 
ably necessary to verify lcsscc compliancca wiih terms and conditions of 
the lease. 

While this lease remains in effect, infr,rmation obtainrd under this 
section shall be closed to inspection hy th(n public in accorttunccs with 
the Freedom of Information ,Icc (5 U.S.C. 5:)~). 

Sec. 7. DAMAGES TO PROPERTY AND CONDUCT OF OPERATIONS - 
Lesseeshall comply at its own expense with alI rcasonablc orders of the 
Secretary, respecting diliacnt operations, prevention of waste. and 
protection of other rcsourccs. 

Lessee shall not conduct exploration operations. other than casual use, 
without an approved exploration plan. Alt rxploration plans prior to 
the commencement of mining operations within an approved mining. 
permit area shall be submitted to the authorized officer. 

Lessee shall carry on all operations in accordance with approved 
methods and practices as provided in the operating regulations, having 
iue regard for the prcvrntion of injury to life. health. or property. and 

e,\*encion of waste, domagc or degradation to any land. air. walc~r. 
rural, biological. visual. 2nd othrr rrsourccs. includinK mincr:il 

::.*.Gits and formations of rninrral deposits not It~asrd hcrrundcr. and 
.: nrr land uses or users. Lessc~c~ sh:~ll tnkc measures dctmcsd 

: 8 : ,.-sary by lessor to accomplish thr intent of this lease term. Such 
tlj,,:isures may include. hut are not limitrd IO. modification to proposccl 
slrlng or design of facilities, timing ofoperations. and spcsciflcation of 
interim and final reclamation procedures. I,essor reserves VI icscll‘th~ 
right to lease, sell, or otherwise dispose ofth~surfacc or trthrr minrral 
deposits in the lands and the right to concinur rxistinc UP,+ and tu 
authorize future uses upon or in the leased lands. including issuing 
leases for mineral deposits not covered hcrrundrr and n,)provlng 
easementsorrights-of-way. Lessorshsll condition such uses IO prwc~n~ 

unnecessary oi- unreasonable interference with rlchts ot’lrssec: iis rn+> 
bc consistent with concepts of multiple use and multIpl(. mlucr:iI 
development. 

Sec. 8. PROTECTION OF DIVERSE INTERESTS. AND EOUAL OPPORTU- 
NITY - Lessee shall : pay when due all taxes legally assessed and levied 
under the laws of the State or the United States: accord all cmplo.ve(~s 
complete freedom of purchase; pay all wages at lease twice each month 
in lawful money of the United States; maintain a sal’c workink 
environment in accordance with standard industry pracGc:cs: restrict 
the workday to not more than 8 hours in any one day for undcr~round 
workers, except in emergencies; and take measures necessary to protrct 
the health and safety of the public. No person under the agcof 16 years 
shall be employed in any mine below thr surface. To thy c~x~~nt thnt 
laws of the State in which the lands arc situated are mot-c restricti\r 
than the provisions in this parairaph. ~hcn the State lnws apply. 

I.essee will comply with all provisions of Kxccutive Order No. 11246 of 
September 24, 19ti5, as amended. and the rules, rcgulacions, and 
relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor. Neither lessee nor lessee’s 
subcontractors shall maintain segregated facilities. 

Sec. 15. SPECIAL STIPULATIONS . 

Sec. 9. (a) TRANSFERS 

0 This Icanr muy bc trunsfcrrrd in whole or in part to any person, 
aHsocintion or corpor;ltion qunlificd CO hold such leuse intcrcst. 

0 This lease may br transferred in whole or in part CO another 
public body or to ii person who will mine thecoal on bchatf of, and 
for the use of, the public body or to n person who for the limited 
purpose of creating a srcuricy interest in favor of a lender ngrecs 
to bc obligutcd CO mine the coal on behalf of the public bod.v. 

0 This lease may only be transferred in whole or in part to another 
small business qualified under 13 CFR 121. 

Transfers of record title. working or royalty interest must be 
approved in accordance with the regulations. 

(b) RELlNOUlSHMENT - The lesser may relinquish in writing al any 
time all rights under this lease or any portion thcreofas provided in the 
regulations. Upon lessor’s acceptance of the relinquishment. lessee 
shall be relieved of all future obligations under the lease or the 
relinquished portion thereof. whichever is applicable. 

Sec. 10. DELIVERY OF PREMISES. REMOVAL OF MACHINERY, EOUIP- 
MENT. ETC. - At such time 3s all portions of this lease are returned to 
lessor, lessee shall deliver up to lessor the land leased, underground 
timbering, and such other supports and structures necessary for the 
preservation of the mine workings on the leased premises or deposits 
and place all workings in condition for suspension or abandonment. 
Within 180days thereof, lesseeshall remove from the premises all other 
structures. machinery, equipment, toots. and materials that it elects to 
or ils required by the nulhorizcd officer. Any such structures, ma- 
chinery. equipment. tools, and materials remaining on the leased lands 
beyond I80 days. or approved cxt.cnsion thereof, shall become the 
proprrty of the lessor. but lcsscc shall either remove any or all such 
propchrty or shall c~~ntinuc to bc liable for the cost of removal and 
diap(ls:tl in the amount :~c.tu;~lly incurred by t.hc lessor. If the surfucc is 
Ownrd I)y third partics. lessor shall w.:iive the rrquiremcnt for removal, 
providctl thr third parties do not object to such waiver. Lessee shall, 
prior to the termination of bond liability or at any other time when 
rocluir(d and in :icrord:lnc(~ with all applirahle laws and regulations, 
rrf’l;lirn all lands tt)t~surf;lccofwhich has been disturbed,disposeofall 
drhris or solid wnstc. rcp;lir the offeite and onsitc damage caused by 
Iesrtv’r ;wlivily or activities incidental thereto, and reclaim arccss 
r~~:rds or trails. 

SW. 1 I. PROCEEDINGS IN CASE OF DEFAULT - If lessee fails to comply 
with applicahtr laws. existing rcguiations. or the terms, condlrlons and 
s~i~~ula~~ons of’this lease. an d the noncompliance continues for :jO days 
;Itnxr wnttcn notice thrreof. this lease shall be subject toconcellation by 
Lh(’ lessor only by judicial proceedings. This provision shall not be 
construed CO prrvcnr. th,. exercise by lessor of any other legal and 
equit;lbtr remedy. including waiver of the default. Any such rcmcdy or 
waiver shall not prcavcnt later cancellation for the same default 
occurring at an.v other timr. 

SW. I?. HEIRS AND SUCCESSORS-IN-INTEREST - Each obligation of 
this leaseshall extend CO and be binding upon, and every benefit hereof 
sh:lll illurc to. Lhc hairs. executors, administrators. successors, or 
assigns of the rcspcctive parties hereto. 

Sec. IL). INDEMNIFICATION - Lesseeshall indemnify and hold harmless 
the United States from any and all claims arising out of the lessee’s 
activities and operations under this lease. 

SW. I .I. SPECIAL STATUTES - This lease is subject to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1151-1175). the Clean Air Act (42 
IJ.S.C. 1X57 et. srq.), and to all other applicable laws pertaining to 
exploration activities, mining operations and reclamation, including 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 
1201 ct. seq.). 
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Sec. 15. SPECIAL STIPULATIONS (Conl’d.) - 

THE UPWED SIXTES OF AMERICA 

Company or Lessee Name 

(Signature of I.essee) (Signing Officer) 

(Title) (Title) 

(Date) (Date) 

Title 18 USC!. Section 1001, makes it a crime for any person knowingly and willfully to make to any department or agency of the United States any 
false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or representations as to any matter within its jurisdiction. 

This form does not constitute an information collection as defined by 44 U.S.C. 3502 and therefore does not require OMB npprovnl. 
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APPENDIX FIVE 

SAN JUAN/SAN MIGUEL RESDURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

EMPHAS I S AREAS/MANAGEMENT GUI DANCE 

lntroductlon 

The San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management 

Plan (l+lP) defines the long-term dlrectlon 

for managlng the public lands and minerals 

wlthln the plannlrg area. The FlMP alx, 

def lnes the overal I dlrectlon and Fequlred 

actlvltles to achieve the desired resource 

condltlons and Is composed of two pf-lnclple 
parts: (a) multlple use emphasls areas that 

describe the varlous management practices 

and guldellnes to be used In admlnlsterlng 

the public lands and minerals, and (b) a 

Fesource management map that shows the 

varlous emhasls afeas and boundarles for 

future management (this wll I be prlnted as 

part of the Flnal Plan). Table 5-1 was 

developed In response to public lssuas and 

management concerns and how aval lable, 

sultable, and capable the land and Its 

resources are. 

lmplementlng this land use plan Is the key 
to h-anslatlng the goals, management prac- 

tlces, and guldellnes stated In the plan 
I nto on-the-ground results. It wll I be put 
Into effect through budgstlng and annual 

work plan processes, which supplement the 

land use plan by maklng the adjustments 

neded to reflect current prlorltles wlthln 

the overal I plan dlrectlon. 

Through the annual work plan process, money 

wll 1 be placed In prlorlty order to accon- 

pllsh tasks needed to Implement the land use 

plants goals, practices, and guldel lnes. The 

lmplementatlon wll I general ly require mDre 

detalled actlvlty planning prior to actual 

on-the-ground act Ions. Many of the act lvlty 

plannlllg a&Ions will be subject to detalled 

envlronmental assessments (EAs; not wrltten 
fOF projects adequately cWeFed In the 

RMP/ElS) and resultant declslons; the plan 

will also be used as dlrectlon for these 

future actlons. 

Table 5-l was wrltten the fall of 1983 

before the BLM and USFS land exchange bll I 

was passed (PL 98-14 1, October 31, 1983). 

Thus, some of the land now under the U.S. 
Forest ServIceIs jvlsdlctlon Is dlscussed 

under BLM’s land use planning process (see 

Appendix 1 for land exchange deta IIs) D 

lmplementatlon 

Table 5-l consists of alredlon concerning 

actlvltles needed to Implement the goals and 

object Ives of the particular emphasis area. 

Speclflc llmlts and constraints may be 

defined wlthln emphasis areas to enswe 

object Ives are ach leved. 

Land use planning Is not a process whereby 

every posslble futve use of the public land 

can be forecast and taken Into account In an 

RMP. However, the emphasis areas can be used 

to detenlne ccmpatlbll lty wlth posslble 

future uses of the public land and minerals. 
FOF example, as possible future uses arlse, 

they wll I be canpared to the management 

emphasis on a given area and relative 

ccmpatlblllty will be determlned; If the 

uses are ccmpatlble, they would be al lowed. 

Uses that were found to be Inconpatlble 

could require any of the followlng adlons: 

(1) land use plan amendments, (2) mltlgatlon 

to brlng the uses wlthln the goals and 

object Ives of the emphasls area, and (3) 

relocation to another area where the 

proposed uses would be canpatlble with the 

given emphasis for the area. 

Thls land use plan will be used as dlrectlon 

for decl slons made In the lmmedlate future 
In the plannlng area. When necessary# 

revl slons WI I I be canpleted based upon 

mDnltorlng and eval uatlon, new data, new or 

rwlsed policy, and changes In circumstances 

affecting the entlre OF major portlons of 
the plan. Revlslons WI I I conply wl th al I of 

the Fequlrements of these regulatlons fOF 

prepaFttIg and approving the OrIgInal FIMP. 
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Tsbte 5-l. f4mysnsntfMdance for Enphasls Areas. 

Mnsgenant Culdanos for Rea A: Gnphaslson Llvesfock Managessot 

x 

~enentdlracflon wll I anphaslze lncreaslrg forage and llvesbck froductlon on a sustalnef yield tfsls. Gnphasls Is upon lncreasllg forage,red meatant anbnal flhsr production ani ImTro/Irg 

fbrqco~~pceltlon and watershed condltlons. Slgrlflcant lnvestnents may bemede In lIvestock Imfrcrramnts rhlch *Ill bemultlple use orlentad (I.e., wIldlIfe, watershed, etc.). Invsetnents for 
ottmr r~urces wilt bemlnlmal, althxgh re~~l~wm~ncgenentactlvltlesconpatlble wlth lIveslock paluctlon will untlnue. Dlsparsed rscreatlonapportvlltlas will cantlrue. wwdlard prcdgts 

andtl* *Ill be Mde Bwllble. WIldlIfe habItat developeentgmerally will not be evphaslzsd. Fire ~111 be uflflzed to enhmce forage froducflon. 

Managerent DIrectIon for other Resovce Vallgs 

Cultural 

Speclflc Hsnagmesnt DIrectIon 

General Guidance CurrentManagcmmt ResourcecOnservatIon Resource Wlllzatlon Proposed Plan 

Rotecf 6 manage Important 

cultwal resowce Troperfles. 

RgteatlOn Manage for dlsparsej recreation 

as tlx3 ~lmary recreatbn ac- 
tlvlty. iwmit y3arlorg,non- 

moforlzed racreatlon .xtlvItles 

throughout the crea. Allow 

nulwlzd, off-foal vehicle 

CXV) use. Gtabllsh slte- 

speclflc vlslal quality objeo- 
tlves 6 design guldellnes for 

lafWscap3davelcpmantfroJects 

dvIng actlvlfy plannlrg. 

Wildlife hlntaln cr Imrwe wlldllfe 

habltat though Intetdlsclpll~ 

ary das1g-1 of range Imrwemnt 
prqjects 6 dlversltV of native 

veqdatlcm types. Allowccm 

patlble wlldllfe Introductions 

or re1nircducflons or habltat 
Improvements. Llmlt Ifwest- 

nents of wlldllfe cogram funds 

unless opporfun I~v for s&&at+ 

tlal benefits to wlldllfe 
reexrcescanberes)lred. 

pqmtlc/rlpwl~ resowces *III 
receive sfeclal ccoslderatlon 

at the actlvlty plinnlng stage 

to lns5vemalntenance or 

Im~wsmnt of these reswc8s. 

All parennlal streams wIthIn the 
plannlq area that have th9 poten- 

tlal of frovldlng quallly flsherles 
6 (0~) rlprlan hsbltat tapprac. 400 

ml have besn ldentlfled) should 

receive special manzgemantconslderc 

atlonthroughtha actlvlty planning 
p-ocess&nonl~rIrg systensto 

nelntaln, Imp-we, 0T enhance 

rasouxe condltlons assxletsd with 

aqlatlc/rlparIan hablfat. 

Aflow Bloredo Dlvlslon of.Wlldllfe 

tm) to lntroducechukar6 sptpand 
tha pmglwnantelope herds. In 

all vegetation types, 2C4T of the 

exlstlq vegatatlon should bensIn- 
taIn8.i Interspersed tirougfouf th 

project (~8s fo malntaln dispersed 

ec~laglc cmmnltles for wlldllfe. 

All pePennlal streans rlthln All psrennlal streans wlthln 

tha plannlrg areattet have tha tha planning areathsthere tha 

poterrtlal of prwldlng quality potentlel of frovldlng qualify 
fIsharIes A for) rlparlm flsharlee 6 (or) rlprlan 

habltat Capprow. 400 ml heve haMtat(apmx. 4DOml hay 

been kdentlfld) stuuld receive been ldentlflsd) should recefve 

spaclal franagamentconsldera- spsclal mnqemant aasldera- 

tlon though the actlvlty plan- tlontfraugh th actlvl*/ 

nlng process 6 tmnlbrlq planning fvocass 6 nonltorlng 

systems lo malntaln, Improve. srjtens to malntaln. Imprcre. 

w enhanw resowce condltlons or enhance resmw amdlttons 

assxlatsd with aquatic/ a~wlatd with sqrratld 

rlpsrlan habltat. rlparlan habltat. 

Allow CDDW to Introduce dn~far 
6 erpwdtk profghornantelcpa 

hetds. In all vegetation 

types, 4% of the gtlstlfg * 
tatlco should benaltilnd 

Interspersed ttrak$but the 

Allow CUM to Introduce chukar 

6~zqmrdtheprorgfornantefcce 

herds. other gam Species 
would be allowed If ~1% 

specIfIcanalysIs IndIrMes 
that slgnlflcant conflicts with 



WIldlIfe 

tcontlNed) 

Llvesbck 
mnqanent 

Mlnarals 

General Guldmca 

Speclflc knagmant DIrectIon 

llrrent lmagamnt ksowceconscrvatlal Rasowce utll Izatlal 

~Ojectwaas tonalntaln 

dlspsrsed ecolqlc canunItIes 

for wIldlIfe. 

kwg3sultablewg3tatlcn lypes axwnus cwrentnanqenenton Develop 55 M’s (694,000 ~6. belop 109 !ws (850,000 ares). 

for Iwxea&, sustalnd live- the 1tAllotmentManqanent 

stock pductlon. Olegaal Is Plans we.; 504,000 axes). 

to lmprom rage cadltkn S 

pwductlvltycn native rang+ 

lard. use lmprbrd ri%mgement 

system such asrest-rafatlon 6 

deferred-rotation, If -pro- 

rlate. Invest In range 

Imprwementsngassaryto 

lmplemntnmqenent S+ms. 

t43nqeocdland pEducts.atlm 

bar lb enhance rage rexwcas & 

lorlnsect6dlseaseconlrol. 

Timber species sbuld bmmqed 
at a slocklrg levelthatnelfe 

talnsmDderti?a hqh herbage 

fralwtlon. Utlltm uxdlard 

prcducts~them~lmlnlextent 

pactltile though comwclal 
sales. kmage aspen forest lypes 

lo perptrateaspen,uslng - 

qed sllvlcultwe. LlmltcleaL 

cuts In spen’la amnetlmunof 40 
acresor tb size of an aspn 

claw. rhlchever IS SmaIlW. 

Allow mlntral development In all 

arws not bUidram bon entry. 

Rlxlde ~&ectlW stlpulatlcfls 

to llmlt Impacts to Ilvesbdc 

Im~ommnts or frmqmwt 

c-3 kw. 

Rorldereaancrbleopp3rtullty Rovldereasx~ableop~~mltyto 
lo salvage brest~cducts wlor salvage forest~oducts frbrto 

to6 folloulrq range habitat & followlq range habitat 
lmprwenent treatments. lmprwementtretint~ 

Rwlde legal& physlcal ZCCBSS 
tovaqtatlontreaflmnts~ 

facllltate salvage of forest 

qWucts Jlcn fwslble. 

Rwlde legal 6 plyslcal access 
tovagBtatlonlreatnentsla 

facllltate salvage of forest 

p-cxhcts hen tesslble. 

Prqvsed Plm 

Ilvestodc ~111 not occv. In all 

vegetatlonlypas, I to 1% of 
the eDtlstlrg vegstatlon should be 

nelntalnei Interspersed thagb 

out the FOjKt WeaS tOnalntaln 

dlspsrsad, ecolcglc CanunItIes 

for wIldlIfe. 

Develop 71 MPS (810,000 axes). 

Rwlde reann*le qxniuiltyto 
salvage forest FcdtCtS Fkr b 

6 lollodngrangs habltat 

lmprommnt treatments. 

Rwlde legal d physIcal acosss 
tovegslatlontreainBntstu 

facilitate salvage of forest 

~oducts hen feasible. 



Frea A (anthud) 

General Guidance current l.bfqmmt 
Speclflc Mmagensnt DIrectIon 

Resourceconse.watlon Resource Utlllzatla~ Pmposed Plan 

hds Allow for dlspasal of parcels of 

plbllc lard that do not slgnlfl- 
cantly affect Ilvesiockmmage- 

mant. t4YjorutllIty CorrldO~ 

*ould be allowed with p'otectlve 
stlpulatlom b p-went or llmlt 

Impacts brangenmagemnt. 

AllavoWer lard actIons, rhen 
there Is a clear6 slgllflcmt 

plbllc neej, *en they *III 

result In mlnlmal ajvarse 

Impacts, or then ttq will ts 
beneflclal to g-arIng 

mang~t. 

Aqulre or edwge lands rhen 

Ilvastacknanaganmitoppxtvll- 
ties *III be enhanced. 

FWe 

M3lntaln solI ~cductlvlty, 
mlnlmlze nbm-czusad solI arcslon 
and strlvetoachIeue ajeqmte 

agetatloncomr forwatershed 

p-otectlon and plantv1gr. 
Malntaln watwqrallty and 

qrantlty for multlple resxrce 
mangene&. Secve sufflclant 

water rights to rwlde for 

Ilveslockmanqlsment needs; ' 

Rwlde level of ~otectlcn frun 

ulldflre that ulll result In 
leasttotalcosth ulll gmerc 

al ly enhance rage mmqenent 

values. Usa rescrlbed flre 

when possible to enhance forge 

P-JdblOh 

tkce6s RotIda *lnlstratlve access to 

prbllc land to enhanceman~tt 
nentofthera~resowce.Rc+ 

vlde malntwwm of roads In tb 

BiJ4 transmtlon plm to mlnl- 
mm, stardards br user safety. 

Cbntlnue 6 wpand (We WlnueL expand (rhere Cbntlnue 6 expand (tie 

tmrcprlate) tk lImIted fire appropriate) the IImltej fire Qrcprlate) th llmltsd flre 

suppssslon plm to enhance sup~esslon plm toenhance sup~asslon plm to enhance 

vqetatbn ccdltlons for vegetatbncadltlons for wgetatbncadltlo~ for 

lIvestock gazing. lIveslock gazing. llvestcck gazlq. 

muIre exess to the followlng 

gezlq al lotmnts: 7016, 6011, 

8013, 8016, d 8019. 



Ms(mqlernsnt Q~ldmce for kw B: tinphsslson Wlldllfe 

tinagenent dlrectlon will enphaslze schlwlq and nnlntelnlrg the test plsslble hsbltat cadltlo% for flsherles ad rlldllfe. EmphaslswIII te upon Inct-e%ltq aquatlc and terresirlal wlldllfe 
rumters wlmln habltat capabilIty, Imp-cwlng s-and atersheI condltlofS and vxldlng a hlgh deqee of vegstatlon dlverslty. Investnurts for rlldllfe habitat Imp-overentscould b hl@ In 
ce-taln areas. WDadlard products srd tl&er rlll bs avallable. Olsparsed recrestloil opporfulltles VIII caltlrue. Llvesfock nsnagementwII I ts of an Infenslly tiwtwlll utlllze wellable forage 
and ualntaln forags vlg>r rhlle not degedlng rlldllfe habitat. Then~asea~f~setcrllves~kmaybsreducedlnvrnsaeas. 

Fbnagarsnt DIrectIon Iw Other Resovce Values 

Resarrce/ 
Mlvlly General @Idance 

Qltwa1 Rote&and nensge Important 
o~ltwsl resource prqwtles. 

Recrwtbn #nqefordlspersedrew&lon 
asthe p-lnaryrecrestlon 
sctlvll~. Pwmltysarloq, now 
rrotailzed reweatlonactIvltles 
ttraJghwt the a-en, excapt 
restrld recreation use to 
repJIve wle and rlldllfe cm- 
fllcts, fauxlng wlldllfe In 
suh caws. Establish ~1% 
speclf Ic vlswl qwllty objet- 
tlves and dsslgn guldellnes for 

landscape dweloprent ~oJecfs 
during actlvl~ plannlq. 

Wlldllfe Intensl*ly ffenags for aptlmsl 
terresirlal 6 aquatlc/rlparlan 
wIldlIfe habltat. tilntaln or 
Imprwe hlsiwlcally occupied or 
putentlally sultable thestened 
6 enjsqerej (T6E) species 
habltat. Mnlntaln cf imp-cne 
habitat for semltlve plant6 
WIldlIfe SPBCIW h 'Clqatwy 
bird species of hlgh Federal 
Interest." Rwlde for 
necessarylnvestnmtsbenhanm 
rlldllfe hab:tat. Cooparate 
With CCOWtor tlndlng of habitat 
imfrovenent ~oJects6 81% 

caper&e with IXIU on tb 

relniroduplon pwg-an. 

Specific Mmagenmt DIrectIon 

&ntlrue vehicle cleave cn 
f'arlnsFb.sksree. 

ContINe sasranal (April I-July 
15) clcslre to public accms at 

~wlrn RBdc Fwqrlne Falccm 

We. 

Terrestrlel Terrestrlsl 

Bntlnuecvrentnenagsnent of 
the follo~lng big ~%IIE ~nlds: 

20,MD mule dser 
1,600elk 

175 antelope 

Mi~-~age blg gas fortha 
tollarlng numbers of animals: 

20,aM nule dser 
1,600 elk 

330 antelope 
XCJ blghorn sm 

&tlnue nenagamxrt of Fbrlns 
Pedc 6 Paralcpc perglnefelcan 

e+S. 

Continue msnagenent of bald 
eqle nests 6 *Inter eagle 
concenllat Ion 6feas. 

Anlmas Mountain sluuld bs 
nwzged for Its alldllte valuss 
(alnter rsrge) 8 nalntalnej In 
e prlmltlva stete. 

Fbsarce Con-tlm 

Qntlrue vehicle clceure on 
krlns Rakarea. 

contlnle seaanal (&fll wuly 
15) clcelre to publlc exess at 
Fbrlm Peak Rregrlne Falcon 

Eyrle. 

Gxrtlnuenanegmmnt of *Ins 
Peale 6ParaW prqrlnefelccn 
eVrlaS. 

M3lntaln exlstlrg nwqemntof 
bald eqle nests 6expnnd areas 
recoplzed es winter eagle 
conantratbn 6rwso 

An&s Kwntaln skwld ba 
nanagad fur Its rlldllfe values 
(winter rarge) 6 mslntalnej In a 
primltlua state. 

flesource lltlllzatlal 

Contirue vehicle clceve on 
Wins Rwkarea. 

Contlrue seawvsl Wwll I-Lly 
15) clceve to public 8xSs at 
Wrlns Wak Wrqrlne Falcon 

EW3. 

Terrestrial 

Malag blg gae fwthe foIlcuIng 
numbers of animals: 

24,COO mule deer 
3,000 elk 

5OOantelofS 

500 blghorn sheep 

Chtlnue fmmgmmt of F@rlns 
mk 6Paredtx perqrlne falcon 
ejTleS. 

Gntlnusnenagmmnt of Mdeqle 
nests 6 vlnter eqle 
concaniratlcm areas. 

~lmes Mountain stould bg msneged 
for Its rlldllfe values (v/Inter 
rage) 6 maIntaIned In e 
prlmltlve state. 

PropoM Plan 

Qmtlrue vehicle clcsve on 
R+rlnsWakend~lm3sKxnteln 
ares. 

Gmtlwe seasxsl (April I-July 
15) claslre to public kC85S at 
mrlffi RBdc Rerqrlne Falccm 
Eyrle. 

Terrestrial 

t4wage big gam for the follalng 
mmtws of snbnsls, subJect fo 
nmllwlng results 6 mellabIlIty 
of fvlds 6 personnel to lmplenent 
needed ImpWWWfIiS) : 

20,000rmle dew 
1,600 elk 

ZOOantelcpe 
500 blglunstmep 

Contlnw nanvnt of *ins 
Rdc6Pardca perqrlnefelccn 
eyrleS. 

Cmilnwmmgmmt of bald eagle 
nests 6 winter eagle 
concentrat Ion ores. 

Anlures Pbuntaln slpuld be mmqed 
Oar its rlldllfe valrras (winter 
raqe) 6 maIntaIned In a 
prlmltlva state. 



RWOWCd 
ActlVltV General Guldmca 

SpeclflC M!xlagenm t DIrectIon 
cwrmt Mmaqenmt RBYnrcscmservatlon Reso~ce IJtlllzatlcn 

WIldlIfe 
(cmtInKd) 

ccfltln"emmag%mnt of the 
MzElrm &rare SvAe6 Lizard 

Rwearch Mtval Wea. 

Canplete habitat lm~wamnts 
hPFaL s519,ooo). 

Cunplete habltat lmprwemnts 

bPmx. s200.m). 

Aqu.?rtlc/Rlparlan AqIJatlc/Rlparlan 

CgIntaln aqwtlJrlpwlm 
h&ltaton m estlmn%d 400 
InlIeS of strean. ((bnslder 
Im~wemmtsonlyas time 6 

mmpwr alla.) 

W&llsh ~IVBC otters In the 
Lblorw River. 

Imp-weorerhanmaqcatk/ 
rIperIan habltat on the 
fol lwlq prlorlty areas: 

-Upper San Mlgwl Rlver6 Its 
trlbutales (39mlles) 

- Upper blocw River (llmlles) 
- lowr San Miguel River 6 Its 

lrlbutalas (67 mlles) 
- fnlnas Rlvtr draInage (24 

miles) 
- Lasr Mores Rlver6 Its 

trlbutales (53 miles) 
- SWquairant strew (55 miles) 

Dwelopaqlstlc/rlpala habitat 
AmQenmtplans W4Ps) for 
these SIX yrkrlty Weas 
(Includlrg mxlbrlrg plam, 

apvc=. S473.000 fof aPFaG249 
stream miles). 

cenlpletenecasYJryhabllat 
lmprwenents~meetforage n&s 

tapwx $1 mllllon). 

lm~weorerhanmcq~tk/ Im~weorerhanceaqratk/ 
rlwlm habitat on the follo~lrg rIpsrIm habltat on the foIlowIng 
rlorlty areas: rlorlty areas: 

- L&w San Hlgwl River 6 Its 

lrlbularles (54 miles) 
-l&per [bloresRIver (52mllas) 
- bar San Hlguel 6 Its 

lrlbutarles (67mlles) 
- lhlnas River 6slnage (24 

alIes) 

-@per hn Mlgrel Rlverd Its 
irlbutarles (44 miles) 

- l&par CNores River (30 mlles) 
- Lo*sr San Mguel 6 Its 

trlbutarles (20 miles) 

- Lasr D9aes R&r6 Its 
lrlbutarlcs (143 mllss) 

- Swquadrant s?ream (55mlles) 

Dwe~lop ~ratlJrlparlsn * 
for thsse SIX prlorlly areas 
(Includlq mlnltwlng plans). 
Estbnated costs for lmplewntlq 
hsbltat Im~wemnts oef a 
I*yea perkd *Ill be -0~. 

$1.3 mllllon m apro. 400 

Develop asratldrlparlan tW5 lor 
tkse tlraeprlorllV are5 
(Including lntenslve -ItwIng 
phts). The eetbwtd casts lor 
lmplmwtlrq h&Mat Im~wemnts 

wer a I*ysa perkd *III ts 

apF~.s233,cOO br aPvcu.94 

Propowd Plan 

Canplete habltat Im~wwtis 
(4WQc.1529.000). 

lt'westwlldllfe fu& for 
structval Im~wemnts6. 
wgetatlon re5loratbn projects 

* lm~o~e high vlorlty rlparlan 
hbltatattim follcr~ng 
&aalnagEs: Rx.PbtihLSaRh 
Hess, La Sal, 6 Cry cresks (East 
6 West Fork, Wy~B~kQnpn) 6 

oD55. cow. calme. lbbmwep, 6 
B ldge canpls. 

Dmtlnw to mnltorh vwIde 
prdectlon forerdargerd 
CandIdate and sensltlve plmt 
Species In Pad01 Valley anl 

Slrlrg 66% 

Aqwtlc/Rlparlan 

RX6ttbllsh rlrrg 0H~rs in me 
CDlcres River. 



h-w B (contlmed) 

Resarce/ SpeclflC #nagCmmt Dlrectlal 

Mlvlty General Guldanm Cwrent CIcnaqenent Reswrceconservatlcfl 

Llwstock Mmaga sult*le VegStatlon types 
l\anqwsnt ulder Iwtomderate hltmsliy 

for lIvestock lrcductlon, with 
Intent to utlllze wallable 

fcfage6 ~lntaln forqevlgar. 
rrhlle not degrzdlq rlldllfe 

habitat. Cbnstraln range 
treatment ~ojects In sire, 
layout6 type with Intent to 

enhance wlldllfe 6 lIveslock 

forage, vag&atlon 6 habltat 
dlverslty. wucenJntJaror 
seasorcof-use for lIveslock 
dwenwhd toprarlde 
sufflclerrt forage for rlldllfe 
6 to protea aqratlc/rlperlm 
resumes, espaclally cm blg 
gem *Inter 6 s~lt'g raqes. 

FOrestrY FBnqe forest lards to enhance 
wlldllfe resou-ce. Plan md 
prcduct sales In wlldllfe laeas 
lo lm~we blg gem forage6 
other wlldllfe needs. 

Mlnwals AlIar mlneral developrent In all 
weas not rlthiran from entry. 
Rovlda grotectlve stlpulatlons 
to llmlt Impacts to wlldllfe 

habltat or species. Llmlt 6tor) 
pro~lde votectlve stlpufatlons 
for mlnaral developwnt on 

h&ltatfor l6Especles. 

lands Allow for dIsposeI of parcels of 
ptillc land not determInd to ba 
slplflmnt and nenagaable for 
wlldllfe habItat. @jar utllliy 

oxltlnus resent leaslngstlp- 
ulatlons for oil 6 gas In wild- 
life *Inter rangss, eqle 
cmcmtratbn zres, elk calv- 
Irg golnds, pere@ne falcon 
eyrles ard sagegralse strut- 
tlng areas se par exlstlq 011 
dgas della ervlr-tsl 
aswssmnrs EAS). 

Llmlt total use to 5s m icraga 
sFec1=. LIvestock "9~ stwld 

be llmlted rhere necessary to 
rotect hlghlypwferd spscles 

of plants. Lblntaln m wall 
cwer/brcge ratloot 4W60. 
Llmlt width of ve@atlm 
ccenlqs fron awoc. l5Oto 200 
yards In blg gene winter ranges. 
In plnyorcJu~llper ani shrub 

vegetatlm types,retaln 35S-408 
of orlglnal cwer when 

collpletlq veg3tatlon 
lTWtlWltS. 

RwIdereasw&leopporhmlty Frorlde reasowbleopporhmlty tu 
to salvag3 fa-est rrodl#zts FClor salvaga forest r+oducts Flor to 
lo a-d follalq habItat and follorlq habltat lm~cvenant 
Imf.rwmmntlreatnsnts. trWtlWfltS. 

Rwlde legal 6 physlcal &cess 
tove@atlaltreatwEmtsto 
facllltate salvage of forest 

poduzts rhen feasible. 

Rwlde legal 6 physlcal exees 
to vegstatlm treatlwlts to 
facllltate salvage of forest 
~oduzts when feasible. 

Bntlnua ~asentleaslq 
stlpulatlons wlthchaqes lo 
wlldllte *Inter rangas 6 eqle 
ccncentratlonareas. 

Dmtlnw pwsent leaslq 
stlpulatlow wlthchaqes lo 
wlldllfe *Inter ranges and eqle 
cmceniratbnaewassba In 
Re3xrceBnsarwtlon 

Alternative. 

Fbzowce utlllzatlon 

Llmlt total use to 50 on for* 
SpeclW. LIvestock use sltwld be 

llmlted Jlere necessary to 
phct hlghtyreferrsd sceclas 
of plants. Wlntalnan overall 
cwer/forqe ratbof 4W60. 
Llmlt width of ve@atlm 
ops"lrgS frcmapprot. 15oto200 
yards In blg gma *Inter rangas. 
In plnym-jlnlper ani shub 
ve&atlontypes,retaln35%4l$ 
of orlglnal cover when ccnpletlq 
ver#atlm treatwlts. 

Fv-cpmd Plrn 

Llmlt total use to 50 m forage 

spec1=. LIveslock use shwld te 
llmlted rhere necessary to 
~otect hlghlyFeferre3 spcles 
of plants. Wlntaln an mall 
cwer/forqe ratb of 40160. 
Llmlt rldth of ve@atlon 
openlqs fron apprc#. l5Oto 200 
prds In blg gena rlntcr ranges. 
In plnyon-jw~lpranl strub 
ve@atbm types, refaln 39$- 
441 of orlglnd cwer when 
cailpletlq vegstatlon treatnents. 

Prwlde rmnlbleopporhnltyto 
SalVCg fored pZdUC% FlCV to 
ard follalq haltat Iqmsmnent 
trWtlW!ltS. 

Rwlde legal 6 physIcal accass 
b vegatetlon freahrents to 
facllltate salvage of forest 
~Cd"CtS M feasible. 

oxltlllle resent leaslngstlpulb 
tlon5 rlthchaqes to wlldllfe 
wInterrangesande.qleconcerc 
lratbnarewas shmm In FS 
scarce Cbnservatbn AlternatIve. 

Pvswgc&angaof ptillc lands Pwsua wachengeof pcbllc lands Pwsus sxdbsngsof prbllc lands 

b gnhancs wlldllfe valuas In to enhance rlldllfe valuas In D-y to &nce wlldllfe valres In Cry 

Vy WeekBasIn. Rlmsry meek &In. i?lmaryconsldsr~ O'eek Basin. Rlmeryconsldar& 
ccvislderatbn for atcharge t&n forscchaqe slpuld teglven t&n for st&arge shwld be given 
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General Guidance Cwrent ?kinagensnt 

SpaclflC Hsnagsmsnt DIrectlo" 

Rs%urceconservatlo" Resowce utlllzatlo" Proposed Pla 

oxrldors would genarslly be 

etcluded etcapt 0" case-by-case 

tesls depend14 on slt@ceclfk 
lm*sof vcposal. kqulreor 

gtd~ngelandrhennmagemnt 

opportu~ltles for wlldllfe are 

enhanced. Acpulre flshlng ease 

rents on cereqes ascoclafwd 

with ~Iorltysfream. Allow 

other land actlon, *en thsre Is 

a clear6 slglflti p&llc 
ned, hen thy will result In 

mlnlmal &dverss Impscfs,or rhen 

tm are tenefklal to wlldll.fe. 

should beglva"tocwW; 

hmwer, other opprhn like 

bhkh may enhance wlldllfe 

values will not bs dIsmIssed. 

tOCCX?d;-,dhg lo CCCH; lnb8wr. other 
cpporhnltles rhkh may enhance oWortunltles rrhkh may enhance 
rlldllfe vsluas will not be rlldllfe values will not be 
dlsnls&. dlsnls9sd. 

M3lntaln sol1 ~cdu&lvlly, 

mlnlmlze man-caused soll ero5lO" 

and strrve to achleu, adequrte 

vegetatkn caer for watershed 

pWtectlon and pla"tvlg3r. 

Paantaln or lnprore water 

quality and qlentlty for 
multlple uss rwrrce neals. 

MaInfaIn mlnlmun lnstrerm flows 
for wlldllfe 6 flshe#y neeis. 

Frotlde level of ~otactlo" tan 
wlldflre that wilt result In 

lwst lotal cost ad rlll pn% 
ally enhance wlldllfenanagennt 

val Las. use Frescrlbej flre 

rhen pcsslble to enhmce 

wlldllfe habltat. 

Frorlde 8Jmlnlslratlve eccass to 
public land for nmaglng wlld- 

life habltat. ProrIde very 
llttle w no nv~lntenance lo 

rds. Close 6 reclaim any 

aterdond or poorly dsslg& 
rods. kqulre prblk aasss 

rhere needed b allow wIldlIt* 

relelrd recreation (Includllg 

hvltlrrg 6 flshlng In W&W 

utlllzed are&. 

Acquire elmlnlslratlve access lo kqulresae5stoOronoHBUIto kqulre exe55 to Urcmo bss to 
btlknna kak for potential enhmce all mmegemntb prbllc enhance e)lmnagerent6p~llc 

peregrine felom ayrle hurtlrg cpporhnltles. Acquire hurtlrg apporhnltles. muIre 

managenan*. &nlnIstratlva axes5 to Fbn admlnlslratlve &cSS fo Pot 

cask o-=k 



klsanrgenent tiidanca for kae C: Emphasis on IWreatb~I 

BlWs recrwtbn program Is structurd lo the Intensity and type of recreation manqement requlrd. There are two prlswy types of recraatlon ma-t silustlow thnt are recqlnlzed and *hlch 

guide the dlrectlar of mtnagarent erphasls In the FMP area. The first, Special Reueetlon FIaagemnt keas (SfMs), occurs Mere reueatlm Is daflned and recogIlzad aszprlnclpal nanagesent 
object Ive. The secwd sltuatlon, Extensive F&creation tin-t Wess (EIWs), ocaws *here recreation Is not the prlnclpal msnzgement oqleztlve M may ba an Issue oc ccnwrn of W 
slplflcar.ca In multiple use nanagenent for the area, rhlQ Is comlstent with BLWs role In axamuMlng the dlsparsed. largely uffitructved recraatlon that typlfles ths larg ewnsss of 

pWIc land In the Ssn .hmn IMP area. 

The ~1mm-y management goal Is to ensure the cantlruad avallablllty of outdocf rwwstlon cppotinltles *hlch tb p&llc seek and tilch are~rerdlly avallable fron otlw publlc w private 
entltles. Secondary g.x3ls Include ~otactlng resowcss, tmetlng legal requlrarents fcf vlsllw health and safat~, and mltl@lng resovce user conflicts InKA+lng recrestkm. 

Raxeatlon objectIves are to provide dlspwsad anJ resouxedependent types of recfeatlcn opFortmltles suds as aass-~orntry skl Ing, hvrtlng. hlklng, bmtlng, jeeplng, and flshlng and to deal 
with the lImIted nmtzar of sliustlom *hlch rsqulre spsclal or more lntanslve types of recraetbn mSnCgenIent. Dscreases In nonrecraatlonal artputs * ccw. lnvestmsnts wll I b ccmmnlratcd In 

SF+& and In those EFMAs rhere thesa recreation prog-an g&s apply. 

IMagarent objactlves would Include major Investments In facllltles ard vlsllw nmagamnt. Mere recfeatlcm Is not the prlnclpal nsnagenant obJectIw, managmmnt dIrectIon will largely 

anphaslze the prcwlslon d acws ard vlsllor information. 

Managemnt Direction for Dthr f&sour” Values 

Rascurw/ 
Actlvlty_ Goneral Guidance - 

Specific Msnaqsmmt Dlrectlcn 
Rascurw Conssrvatlan Resalrce utlllzatlal Current Mmagmmt Proposed Plm 

Cultval Develop and rotact suitable 
cultural rasourca prcpertlea for 
ptilic enjoyment thro@ such 
prztlces as lnterpretlve 
slgrlng. stablll?atlon. etc. 

VISUSI Raw-w scenic values. enhanoe 
vlarlrg cppx-hmltiea and 
Increase r/arlety, phare apprcr 
p-late. Establish sliE-spaclflc 
visual quality objectlves and 
design guIdelInes for lands&spa 
developrent frqlacts du-lng 
acflvlty plannlfg. 

bbnage key travel ra8-W In 
SlIverton SMA to protgt semi- 
tlve vlsuel value5 (Class II). 
Fbnage UpPer porflon of [blaes 
(Bradfield Brldga to Dlsappolnt- 
m9nt Q&4 1 ml ) u&r VW 
Class II guIdelInes. K3nags 
fron Dlsappolntmant De& lo 
Gypsum Val ley B-ldge under VRH 
Class I I I guldel Inas. 

Menage areas seen fron hlgh use, 
semIfIve travel routas In cut- 
stardIng scenic areas lslder VW 
Class I I lo8 lo fmderate visual 
ccntrsst daslgn guldal lnes. 

&phaslze cultval rasolrw tirphaslze cultval rasou-ca 
values 6 senlprlmltlva racrestbn values L senlprlmltlve racreatbn 
apportmltlas In *ass, Cahne. cpportmltles In C~IXS, Cslme, 
sqlIiwPapowe, LOlores Rlwr, Sqw~/papowe, 03lcres River, S 
i3 Tabegwche O-eek canyons. Tabsgtibw, eeek canpns. 

lbnage by travel r&es In 
SlIverton SFMA to protect sensl- 
tlve visual values (Class I I). 
Manage upper portlon of Cblores 
(BradfIeld Bridge to Disappoint- 
ment &e&41 ml) under MM Class 
I I guldellnea. &nags fron 
Dlseppolntnsnt @eek to ~Stpn 
Val ley Br ldge under VW Class I I I 
guldel Ines. 

Msnage key travel r&as In 
Silverton WA under VW Class I I 
yuldellnea. bbnage upper pxilon 
of Dolaas (Brrdfleld Brldga to 
DIsappoIntit &a&41 ml) under 
VW Class I I guide1 Inas. Mana)a 
fran Disappolntnant Creek lo 
Qpswn Val lay Brldg under W 
Class II I guldellnes. 

bbnage W&w ard Menafae as VW 

Class II. 

Mmsya Tabeguati Csnycn eras as 
CutstaMIng Mural Area. 
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Specific tbnagmmt Dlrectlcm Pesamd 
Actlvlty 

VlSWl 

k.u”tlNed) 

Recreatlo” 

Ganaral Gulda”ce 

Mmags for a variefy of recrab 
tion cpporhnlties co”slstwt 
ri th c lassif let Ions &teri”lned 
in ba%atb”al opporlulity 
Spectrum (RX) inwniorles. 

Rwide n-sary vlsibr man- 
agaawlt servlcas 6 facl lltles 
r@rd to mset recreatbn pro- 

g-a gds. kmaga me blares 
River as an SRM for waiw-based 
rereaticn op~mitles. The 
entire SlIverion portion of tha 
planning area should also ta 
nanqad as an SU4 for Its wide 
wriety of reueaticn values (L 
opporhm I tks. 

current Mmagmant 

bntinue wnagemnt of me 
Silw-bn SW (45,OCO acres). 

Manap Waker 6 Wsnefee 
nuwtalns as p-Imitlw, study 
areas In 19R lard use plans. 

up” calQnplet1q kRw aen 6 
reservoir 6 after realizing 
useable dcwmfream reueatlon 
flars, msw 94 miles of Oh 
[biores Riusr for Its wild 8 
sos”Ic qualItl6s as per catlsl- 
lng Kansgwant Framzark Plan 
WP) dirsction. 

Rasourca cOnservatlon 

The prbllc land along the band- 
ay of Mesa Verde Ltbnal Park 
(fran the enfranae road *est) h 
alag the San Miguel River from 
Its upper reaches to twwlta, 
Colordo, sinuld ta managed 
u&r VFM class I I guIdelInes. 

Caltl”ue nsnagenent of tha 
Siiverton SW (45,ooO acres). 

b”tr”w ow plan I” silw-b” 
as per etlstlrg Hi? mswgemant. 

llpm cmpleti”g 14cfhee Dam 6 
reservoir 8 after real Izing use- 
able dow6tream reueatbn 

flcus, managa 94 mlies of ths 
biores Rlw SiW u&r I lmited 
al kmtlon system for visitor 
“se. As pw ciasslflo3tb”s 
daiwllllned tYy tha BLM’S Ros 
systam, mnsge the Dolores RI- 
fron Braifleld Grldgs to Dcwe 
cl-&4 pump statlo” -for Its saml- 
prlmitlve “omufwlred recree 
tb” setti”g op~unitiee; fron 

Resource VII I lzation 

caltinue mmgfm”t of ma 
Sllw-lon SW3 (45,000 acres). 
impxhe roads, ~ovida Interp-e 
tlve dlspleys, ccmforf statbre 6 
w”pl ng sea. 

cultinw CRV plan in Sllwrlcn as 
pr ertlstirg MFP msnmnt. 

IJpn Cargletlng WcRee lkl a 
reservoir, 8 after reai izing cse- 
able dcwxtreem rerrwtion flows, 
manw 94 miles of ths Colaas 
Rlvar SW44 as par classlf l&ions 
datermIned bV the EM’s Fzx 
systm. 8 encou-ags col3erclal 
rlvef usa. kls”Ega tb ooioras 
Rlvar fram the Bradfield Brldga 
lx3 be 0-d pump statbn for 
Its semlprlmltlva wnmolorlzed 
racrwtbn sattlrag cgporiwitlea 
a fr078~e8tkpcrr9st23timto 

Pmposed Plan 

Public land aioq boundsry of 
ksa vet-da E(atlo”ai Park (fros 
entranta road west) h along San 
Miguel River fran Its upper 
reachas to E(atuita. Colorado, 
shwid te mar+)ad u-&r W4l Class 
I I guIdelines. 

bntin~ mageneti d me 
Silverton SR44 (45,000 acres). 

Obvelco a bcrestlon tk.$n~~~“3nt 
Plan for the Slirsrfon SW that 
autllnfs specific ne& for 
vlsilw nanagenent faciiltles. 

Ccmtlnua 07V plan In Sllwrtcn as 
par ertistirg MFP and U.S. Forest 
Service planning direction. CRV 
deslgnatbm within lard obtainal 
from USFS “orthaast of sliwrio”- 
-Motorized ~58 withln area Is 
I imited to BIN roads W511, 4512, 
6 4514. hslgatbm WI I I b 
implaeanted with on-thkgornd 
lnformatbnal slgnirg wagran 

that utilizes rhlte mroa amcqt, 
Limltatbns are cc*slstent with 
desigatbns made In BINS I981 
Off-R&-Vehicle Deslgnatb~ for 
Glnnls~n Basin plmning wea and 

with recaana~atbns original iy 
mda for mea in Craft San Jlan 
NstbMl Forest Land S &source 
Usnagment Plan (LISFS 198%. 

ucul capleti”g Malee Dan a 
reservoir L after realizing we- 
able downstream recre8t ion flows, 
ma”- 94 miles of Dolm-ea River 
SW as pBT ClasSIf io3tlom 
dsterminsd by BLWs RX system. 
Kmqa blares Rlw from the 
Bredfield Brldga to Cove o-e& 
pkzp siatlon fw Its sainlprlmi- 
tlva nomruiwlzed rgreetbn set- 
ting Oppxtunlties; frcm bva 
Cre& pw@ statbn PI, Olssppolnt- 
msnt 0-a br Its .wmi~imltlva 



A-w c bnthJad) 

R=curce/ Speclf ic mt Directlcn ~- 
Mivity Gmsrai Guidmce current MsnlqNmt Resource con-t ion 

Recreation 
bntlNed) 

DWCredCppunpStUtiOlllO 
Disappointnant O-e& for its 

senl~imitive nutorized wttiq 
qtp-hmities, 6 bon Dim- 
pointmnt Oeek to Gypsum Vat ley 
Brldp rnder a rcabd, natural 
setting, 6 fran *sum Vai ley 
Bridge lo Bedrock for its prlmi- 
tive valuss 6 settiq cpprilnl- 
ties. Cwelcp a Rscreatbn kea 
hbtmgwnt Plan fcr riwr that 
artI ine5 specific manqemnt 

facllitie5 needed. Ma-wgmmnt 
anphasis *ii I ta directed fward 
nsnagl q resowce-degendent end 
of KS. Typical facllltles will 
Include pwking aeas, canp 
sltss. toilets, beet r-s, 6 

infornutional sig~lng. 

Wlidlife M3nq0 aqratlc 6 te-raslrlal 
wlidilfe habItat k~ Prcrrlde 
freqrent rlldiite si$tlqs, 
recreational lxmtiq 6 flshiq, 
dlwrse ve@atlon cowr, etc. 
Cmtinm to prorId necessary 
magwnt for T6E species. 
Dflmr wIldlife values will ba 
sanegad as loq as they do not 
cmf I icf with recreation or 
cultwal vfliws. 

LlveSBdc Manage liveslo& w&r rfducsd 

wnagensnt intensity to utlilze awllabie 
forqe 6 nsintaln plant vlgx 

rhlle not degadiq rweatim. 
D3 nof attenpt fo mintain or 

l&nag0 kwn Da 6 Val leeit 
Resswolr aeas for Weir semi- 
~imltive nonmcrhrized values. 
Clcse I0 (RV usa 6 nanage u&r 
Vlu Cla5S I I guldeiines. 

Allow fur introdudlon of big- 
born she0 6 river otters In tlm 
Cblaes Rirsr. Im(rove fishery 
wiws on Dolore 6 San Miguel 
(Including Bsaver 6 Fall creeks) 
rivers to lnqwe thsir recrw 
tion values. Al- Improve ret- 
raatbn at:61855 to Bewer Desk 6 
San Miguel Rirsr. 

Manqe livesiDck gariq to nrake 
it can@ible with ya-eation 

we. 

Resource Utilization 

Dlsappolnfnnnt O-e& for its 
twxled natural settiq apporhrnl- 
ties; fran Dlscgpoinhrent O-e& 
to Gypsun Vai ley Bridg for its 
w-al 5eitlqs; 6 franGypsun 
Val ley Bridge lo Bedrock for its 
saniprimiti~ nonnubrized ret- 
reation ~ttiq cppotiuni ties. 
Dwelcp a Racreaticm kea tkwge- 
mant Plan for tta river tl& out- 
llnes speclflc nsnagenent faclli- 

ties needed to encarrqe vlslbr 

use rh I ie not degading the 
rwurce. 

Manage u&r al ioc3tlm sVsten 
for vlsilw use. Clase the SU4 
to mv “se. 

Allow fcr inlrcduction of bight-an Al lo* for lnircductlon of blglwn 

sheep 6 rlwr otterr in oDlore5 sheep 6 river utters in ODlores 

RI-. Irn~ove fishery values on RIW. improve fishery values on 
[blot-es 6 San MlgW (inciudiq (blares 6 San Miguel (includfq 
Beawr 6 Fall creeks) rivers to Beaver 6 Fal I creeks) r lrsrs to 
Ilrqom thlr recreatbn values. iqwe tbir recraatbn values. 

Aln, imp-eve recreation kc~s to AIS lmpxne recreation ~~86s to 

Beem O-e& 6 San Miguel River. Beaver &a& 6 San Hlguel River. 

RodMe protection for san51 tlva 
plant species and rei Ic O-eat 
@asIn grasslard plant assxlb 
tions In the Cc@e Wash awa of 
Dol0l-S Canyon. 

hbnqe Iiv&ock galq to make 
it canpatible with recreation 
w. 

PrcQcSd Plln 

nuhxlzed settlq cp~rtulities; 
fran Disappointnsnt Creek lo 
Gvpsun Vai ley Bridgs for its 
rural settiqs; and fran oVpsun 
Val ley Bridge to Bed-o& fw its 
Fidth WIWS 6 SS++i+. 

Mennine txrylrg capacitles fw 
river corridor by speclflc KE 
wltlng. Develop Reueatlon Area 
Manqement Plan tkt ad&esses 6 
a@as I zes -perat ive 6 concw- 
rent recreatbn manqmwti 

efforts of LlFS 6 Bveau of 
kcbnetbn’s dam 6 reservoir 
opt-at ions. The nsnagwnt plan 
nust aI= ad&ess recreatbn car- 
ryiq capacity. visitor use 6 
prefer-, 6 pmnlts. Cl- 
DJlaes SW to WV “se. 

W&et- 6 bnefee nmmtai ns would 
be manqed for thlr 5emlprini- 

tlve recreation values. Bath 
area rculd te clcsed to (RVs. 

Mnage Len017 Lbn 6 Vai kit0 
kservolr area5 for thir semi- 

p-lmitlve non~lzed values. 
Close b DW “98 6 nanage under 
VR4 Class I I guldelines. 

Marugs kcEhm IW b protgt for 
scientlf ic resew&. Raone the 

mlncrd ritkdraal M cmtlrue 
the no-surfke ocoJpency stlpule 
tions for oil 6 g3s lemlq. 

ktanqe~llwslock gazing to make 
It ccm@ible with recreation 

w. 



ha c (anltllued) 

SpaclflC Ikwgammt Dlractloil 

Ml"ity 

LIveslock 

hagenenf 
kxlntlnusd) 

General Guldaee 

Inl~ouE fwagscompceltlul6 
~oductlon thargh rage vagatb 

tlon lreslnmts dth ecceptlon 
of psszrlbd flrerhere appro- 

fflate. Use vustlc" ranga 
lm~omnsnts new develcped 

recreation ms. 

&mgs lands sultable for timber 
6 mcdlami ~oductlon Ib enhance 
racraatlonal oppwtu2ltles 6 to 
malntaln healthy stand 
condltlons. 

Mlnarals tkmnagemlneral dwalqmsntlo 
lImltccmfllct with managmnsnt 

of hlgh recreatIonal vales. 
Man possible, schedule 
actlvltles so that conflicts ere 
mlnlmlzad baiwsen rszraatbnal 
8 mlnaral actlvltlss. Enswe 
thatslterah&llltatlon 
ectlvltles follow op?Jatlq 
plans& aldressracrwtlon 
nnnagwntobjectlws. 

lmds Allow for disposal of parcels d 
prBllc IaM notna&ed for 
rac+wa+lonmzuwgemwt. MaJcf 
utlllty co?TFdors WIII rQt bs 
allot& Dfher land actlons 
*III ba al lo& If th are 

daslgled lolmettha astabllsh8d 
rex-eatbnman~eat.3nto~~ 
tlws.or vhenthsre Is a clear 
h slgnlflcant prbllc nesd. 
AEpulraof sx&ange land eplgn 
opporhnltlas for racraatton 
ti?mgmmt Will ba enhanced. 

Allownorqulated salesof racd 
FPaducts In the SIlverton 94A, 
eoca#l~mntrol dlssase& 
lrmctoutbre&*aran- 

seq. Allow no sales of wxd 
gcducts InthIblorss River 

SW 

WltMran trcmall forms of 
mlncral entry 6 all- nomIned 
laaslnglntha lblores Rlvar 
SR4Atfranths~alflald Wdge 
totha cDnfllence with 
Dlssppolntmsnt Qe& d boii Big 
Gypsm Valley to I mile &ova 
Bsdrock) D 

Rescwce utlllzatlcm 

Allwnoregulated salssof mod Allow no. wlated sales of KXXI 
Faluctslntlm Sllvw?on SW, pAhCtS It3 Sllvatin 9344. 
ecceptbcodrol dIseasea ==sptb hol disease h 
Inssctcult1r&rhafeneze5s3ry. lnsecta8tb. &s Jlereneesssry. 
Alloanosales of md f~oducts Nh no sales of rood ~cdcts 
Intha Colores River SR-U. Intte Wares Rlvar Sl?& 

If nealed, allaxmajorcorrMors 
toaassthe Coloras Rlwr 
batw~Dlsappolnlmsnt~es%& 
the Big Gpsm Val ley BrMgs. 

pmposed Plan 

F7Wlda fwno-surfacaoca~pancy 
stIpulatbn5 formlnerel leaslrg 
In the [blotes Rlw SfMA tfron 
theI%-idfldd Wdgetotha 
confllence with Dlsap~lntnent 
We& 8 bon Big Gypsm Valley ta 
I mile hbwa Bf&ock). 

~cwlds ~n~~faceocwpzncy 
stlpulatloffi for 011 d gas 
laaslng InkabsrLWanefea 
nwntalns. 

If neskd. alI~msJorcoi-rtdo~ 
toa5sths Iblores Rlvar 
befwean Dlsappolnlmsnt~e66 
tha Blg Gypsum Vdley &r&l@. 



General Guldmw 

kes c (cofrtlNad) 

Spaclfk WIagmlmt DlreJc+lon 
Resovmczilservatlon Rwource utlllzatlon Pmpmed Pla 

SolIS 
ard 
nsier 

lblntaln solI ffoductlvlly, 
mlnhlza nawused soll -101 
andstrlveicJachlea adeplEte 
beget&Ion cwer for vaterslni 
pPtealon 6 plmt vlgx. 
Uslntalnor hpromuater 
quality 6 qrmtlty for multlple 
usa rwxrc8 neds. Secve 
sufflclent rstar flghtS fcl 
prcrlde for raraatlon 
mmagmwt needs. 

Flra utlllza flrenaagmmt 
technlqresthatmalntaln 
long-ternreaestlon quality 
o~ectlves. Supfrwslon of 
rlldflres ulll ga~ally cccv 
but ~e5crlkl fire rlll te 
allob& If It rlll Imet or 
c#ceulrarwatlonob.jactlves. 

r_ kWSS 
w 

Frwlde prbllc kcess 1D the 
plbllc lands ~enhmwtha 
rgxeatbnvalues. Prwlde a 
eta I~lofmlntenmoeon 
prlnwy rocds lo promte user 
safety. MInImal Is&s of 
nalntanmm vlll be gwldai on 

saconday foals. 

kslst In acqulrlfg easements Assist In ccqulrlrg e-ts 6 kslst In xqulrlfg easmnants6 

6 fee title at sltas as fee title at sites as recannended fea title at sites asrecamendad 

recamw-ded In Cola-as In Ibloras bmslramkcrwtbn In [blm [bnrslrean kcreatbn 

Cmnstrew kcreatlon Slte Plm Slte Plan F&pxt. Azqulre 6 (or) Site Plan Report. kqulre 6 tab 

Report. kqulre6 tar) Imvwa lmp3/e ezco85s lo mwer o-esk Im~aresoessbBawerWa& 

-stommwihekfw fcf racrwtlonal puc5ults. far recreatknal pvsults. 

rwmatbnd pvsults. 



t-tmqenent Guidance for kea D: 6nphasls 01 Wlldernss 

Hana~enentdlrgtlon rlll allq, for rlldarneas manqement In accadance with tta Wlldern~6s M of 1964. ThaobJectlveof rnangenent lsto prwlde rredanlnantly mtrmmeled, natural 

envlroments for the phslcal, blolqlc and ~~clal ccmpxwnts of rll&rness. The physlcal and blolcglc CanpDnents are nanaged sothatnatval vexes are mlmpedd by hinan actlvltles 

or "se. tiatwal processes, lncltdlfg natvallyoccvrlrg fire, soll aroslonad Insect ad disease cycles, procad rnreslrlcted bymsn. Empha~l~e hlgh levels of s~llluda, faw party encamters, 

and hlgh opputlnltles fa challenge, rlskand self-reliance. Iham travel Iscross-cou~tryor by useof a trail spten. Faeaearbn use will be consISteM with wIldeme6s reexrce nenagemnt 0~ 

will ta restrIcted ard pfchlblW whanoruherene@ed. 

Mzwgsment Olreztlon for 0thr %sovce Values 

Genar-I Guldance Current Nsnagemnt 

Speclflc Msnagmmt DIrectIon 
ResnvceCcnvrvatlon Rescurcelrtlllzatlal Prqosed Plan 

Cultwal Allow no dwelopcsnt of cultwal 

resxrces (other than stablll- 

mtlon) fcf recreation purposes. 

Al lo* use of cultural rwxrce 

ropertIes for rellglcusw 
reseati pwpxesonly when suCh 

use will not degade rlldwness 

values. 

Rovlde for cultwal resovca 

nenegenent 6 lntefpretatlon of 

the hlgh valle resoLccea 

contalnej In tk Tabegusche 

CMek, sqoaw/paFocee. 0-ms, 

Iblc+wsRlver,&Cahx~ecanyon 

6th 

Rotect6 Interret rnlqueh 

slgnlflcan? values In th Dlcres 

RlwrQn)on WSA. 

i&zreatlon Allor omt-hnltles for prlml- lke a penslt system to llmlt use 

tlve and u'conflnd rrawtlon In wjhs. 

actlvltlea featwlfg solitude; 
the d-mea toexpplence urmudl- 

fld,natwal sccsystens;d to 

travel cr~xomky In an 

Estsbllsh visual Cless I dealgn 

stat-dads for all elghttiSAs. 

ew lronnent where suxess or 

fallwe Is directly dwndant on 
ablllty, knowledge 6 Inltlatlve; 

but In a *ay to Frcm)nt&terl* 

ratlrg the rlnderness ramrce. 

CRV usa Is not allo*cdi 

hgnagarereatlonuse to r~vlde 

users with e(perlances 6 pycfw 
lcglcal outcams erpecfed In 

this type of settlrg. m,ntrol 

social 6 ph~lcal-carrylrg 

ccpa~lty ID prwlde suxl 

artccme. 

Rwlde for nrmotorlzed river 

rrnnlng actlvltlescanp3tlble 
rlth ths wIldsrnessresDu-ce In 

the DAms Rlw Capon r&L 

Gtabllsh visual Class I low 

cwlrastdeslgn standards for 

CDlaes Rlwr Canyon VSA 

Establish slte-speclflc vlwsl 

qrellty objectlves 6 dsslgn 
guldellnss fw landscape 

dwelqment ~oJectsdwlrg 

actlvlty planing. 



-4 
ActlVlty General Guldawe current mnaqenmt 

SpeclflC MaMgenmt Dlrectlon 

Resowceconserv8tlon ResJww utlllzatlal ProposedPlan 

Wlldernaes Fgnags any rexnmmded WSk per Rexmend all eight WSAs ftectmmndthe Lbloras River 

tha w11dar"ess kt of 1964. Cahx-te, Crces, 6 lblores River Q"yo" WSA for WIldw"asS 
cenpns, k:lcenna Reak. Egnefee 6 daelq&lo". 

btef mamta Ins, S~raw/Papocee 
Cqon,6TabaguacheCYeek 

canyon) for*Ildar"aS.s 

desl@lO". 

Wlldllfe PennIt flsh 6 wlldllfe re5eafdI 
or Im.miwles. Al I- natwal 

dlstrlbutlon 6 pcpulatlo" of 

vegetation 6 wlldllfe spe~leS 

I”dlpals lo area to ml”lal” 

nalval balance with ezh otler, 

thaw habltats,L nmn. Frwlde 
for mnlmpelrlrg wlldllfe 

Imfrwemnt to Imrovetwrer 
trld or qustlc/rlparlm 

habitat. 

Wild l=brses Nmagevlld IKJ~SBS to CCeDta 

their fr ewroanlrg state6 

~wantdegadatlcmoftha 
resources *hlle malntalnlfg 

wlldwness values. 

LIveslock btmgafw Im~cw~rangacon- 

mwgma"t dltlo". n, not "sevegetatlo" 

narlpulatlons ti Imwova forage 

prcductlo". Enphaslze VImI- 

tlve, natwal materlal for 

ratwdavelqmnts6rsrge 

structvesthatare ap~ovedl" 

WI I dsrness mancgenant plan. 

AlI- no haNestlQ of toreSt 

FOductS. AvaIlable forest 

lard VIII rmaln In tte 

conwclal krest lands base 
ulntll the area has bee" 

daslgwied as wilderness. 

Allow~lm~lrlrg aqlatld 
rlparlm lmprwwants In th 

(blares Rlw Canyon WM. 

WIldlIfe *Inter rarge values 

should benmagad In Weber6 

Fgnefeemomtalns6M%~"nai%~ 
Wslk. Allowthe lntroductlcm or 

relntrairttlon of blghwn sheep 
6rlvar otters Inlothe l21loree 

RlverQnyo"W%. 

Wnaga75 rlld lwsas In the 

HXsnna Peak WA btinqment 
would ta ~0nduCred In a 

nonlm~lrlrg mmncr. Alla 

hellccpter use to "enage hw!ies. 

Allow"onlm~lrlq apurtlJ 

rlpsrla lmprwanents6 
In7rodudlomor relntrcductlonof 

blglrw" shssp 6 river ottws I"* 

theCblcresRlw Qnyx USA. 

Rwlda ffotectlon ior semltlve 
plant swles ani relic cleat 

E3asln qassland plant mz~cla- 
tlo% IntlaCbByote Washareaof 

[blorescanyx. 



kea D (amtld) 

Omefal Guidance ClPrent Msnagemnt 

Spacltlc Msnagemnt DIrectIon 

Resource c¶m5mvatlon l?eourw utlflzatlcm Proposed Plsn 

Ylnarals Mmlnlstcr all mIneral actlvlty 

asrepulrd by Section 4(d) of 

the Ylldaness M of 1964. 

Danylsswceofanyfuhre 
mlnerai leases timln the 

WI I derness aea. 

lands kquwe oc etdwga lrlwte 

latis 6 slbsufacemlnwal 

esfatas wlthln wlldwnses aeas 
that *Ill tianca wlldarness 

values or ne#wspablllty. Alla 

noutlllly uxrldon 6 no ner 

tacllltlea except those 
autlorlzedthqh Wlldarness 

kt ~ovlslons. R-any 

axlstlrg, narcnfonnlng 

structve5 vllaastheyare 

detennlnd to be of cultllral or 

hlslwlc value or necessary for 
adnlnlslwlfg thswea. 

muIre rlwte lands (40 ares) 

6 mlncrals (120 acres) rlthln 

thet&nefee&tialn wS& 

kqulre Sect&n 56 (Stata of 

CDloraio) In Weber Mxmtaln WSA. 

Acgulre private land or a- 

nsnts batrsen Ber+ockatha 

nortkrnbandaryottte IMorss 

Rlwr Canyon hSAto 1rnCro.e Its 

msnagament. Coordlnatettess 

acqulsltlcm efforts with recon- 
nwdatlom thataradetalled In 

the D9ore5 Dnilxtrarm we 
Select Ion bport, rhlch ream- 

mends acqulsltlon 6 development 
of aboetlrg acoessslte (to be 

constPucted m part ot the 

[blares RoJect~eeDam) 

near BedrockBrIdge. 

Acquire Secrlon 36 (State of 

Coloraclo) afjacmtfo McKsnna 

WakMSA. 

[b not rcnaw Fedwal Energy 

Rqulafory Cannlsslon's (FIX) 

pwarslte classlflcatlons on the 

mlores River Canyon WSAwhen 

Pevlazed. 

Acqulreea~ntsbatueenB&ock 

6 th norttwn bwndary of tre 

tBlaes Rlrsr Qnpn WFA to 

Imgcue ltsmangewnt. 

Dzordlnate these aqulsltlon 
effoits.wIthracawna~Matbre ttmt 

we dstalled In the &3laes 

Cbrrnstrean Site SelectIon l@wt, 

*lb, recosmnds acqulsltlon 6 

dwelqnnantofabostlqacoess 

site (lo becDmfructedas prt 

ot tb Colccaa Rojact-bkPhae 

Dan) near Bsdrock%ldqa. 

ConotranewFe&ral Bargy 

RsgulatDry Ccmnlsslon9 (FEE:) 

p*erslte classltlcatlons cm the 

Iblores Rlvar Canyon WSAwhan 

t-evlered. 

blls 
ald 

s;ater 

Stablllze 6 rehabllltate man- 

caused dlstwtances If Identl- 
fled In a wlldarnees manqamsnt 

plan. MaIntaInor lrnprove water 

quallty6qwtllythough r~)rc 
lmpalrlq maam, '. 



Gensral Guidance carrent Wnagenmt 
SpeclflC Managanent DIrectloll 

Rfmurca c2mlserv8tlal Resoutce UtItI2atla, PrqlosedPlW 

Fire Wrpeimte6 m3lntaln ecosystens 
wlthln rllderness by natval 
CcCVTenCB of fire, InsEctS 6 

disease. .Su~esslonmay be 
takn on llml-caused fifes. fires 
theatenlrg hunnn lIvesi 
~Oparty.or fWes rhlch 
tlrsaten eJ escapa fros 
wilderness to adJa%tae+as 
wlthmore restrlctlve fire 

~6serIptlons. 

hXSS Allo*non?YhYrlzed CRvuse. 
Trail ccetructlon for foot 6 
klr) lxwske&Wlll be cddrasspd 

In a wlldwmss management plan. 

Gloss dwrystemroads h rays In 
five WSk CTabqwheC~txk6 
Qkme,SquwPapzae, Dzilaes 
River, 6 Cnx.canyons). 

Close ways In the [blares Rlwr 



fbnqenent Qildana, for Wee E: Bn@w.ls on Mlnerd Dsve@mmnt 

Manqmsnt dlractlon ~11 I smphaslre mlnerd dwelcpnent on th p&llc lands. HInerd values lndlcate ttet slgnlflcsnt reserves of valusble mlnsrds are present ati that dwelcpnent Is elw 

clrra4ltlyongollg or rlll axv WIthIll the near futve. Dther resowce uses will occw to the extent that they we conpatlble with mlnaral dwelopm&. LImIted cscpndltvaa d p&r k resowces 
rlll be used on develcplrg the resent lend reexrces. LIvestock grazing rll I Cantlfw, wIldlIfe habItat ull I be maIntaInal rhere feasible, and cultwal resow- rll I recelw th rot&Ion 
cwentl y at tidd by law. 

Cbnagemnt Dlfecflal for OTher l&owce va1u3s 

Cultvel 

Rec8wet&n 

Y 
0) Wlldllfe 

LIveslock 

tinagerent 

General Guldmce cwrmt Mmagmlmt 
Speclf Ic Wnqmmnt DIrectIon 

Resowce cOnsenwtlon Rescurce Utlllzat~on Proposed Plm 

Rotect& "enags lmartmt 
wltwal resxrcsprcperfles. 

Rarlde recreation apportrnltles 
that do not conf I Ict with 
mlnerd develapnent. AlIar 
motorlIed cxv use. 

Establish sltw$eclflc vlsrel 
qcallty objactlves 6 design 
guldellnes fcr landscape 
develqnnsnt~ojectsdvlrg 
actlvlty plannlrg. 

Roted TAESp3clesL lmlntaln 
or lmprwe their habltat. 
Rwlde for mlnlmal lnvestmsnts 
to enhance key wlldllfe species. 

M3ncge sulteblevejetatlon types 
mder nodmate lntensl~ fcr 
lIveslock pcductlon, 1~1th tk 
Intent to use a+all&le forage h 

nalntaln forqe vigor. 

Redu~ethenu7bwofseaexwf- 
us9 for liveslock rhereneeled 
to mlnlmla, Impacts to mlneral 

c+sratkms h rwegetatlon 
efforts cr lo mlnIml3e ertxlon 

from site. Llmlt raqe lmcrw* 
mmtscmaeasdes1glated for 

Qmtlnua resent leaslng stlpw Cbntlnue resent leaslog stlpw Bntlnw Iresent IeasIng stlpw IMtlnrs Iresent laaslng 
latlorm for oil L gas In *II6 latlons with charges lo wlldllfe latlom rlthchaqes to rlldllfe stlpuletlofe wlthchaqes lo 
life *Inter ranges, eagle con- wlntar ranges & eqle conasntra- wlnt~ rangas 6 eq le ooncantra- wlldllfe rlntw ranges 8 eagle 

centratIon areas. 81 k calvl~ tlon weas. tlon weea. comxntratbn araas. 
golmds, pafeglne falcca 

eyrles b sage grouse slruttlfg 
areas as psr exlstlrg Oil 8 gas 

drdla Ehs. 



LIvestock 
l4mgenent 

WlltltlUEd) 

FWeSf?Y 

Hltlerd 5 

General Guidance 

nlneral dwel+ to rottect 

Itwestmmts. MJust lIvestock 

useas land 15rencWed frcal 

pcduetlon formlnerd pwposes. 

AlIar for tb sale or dlspsal 

of forastrroductsortlnter 

thtmay be last lnmlnerd 

developmntorthat Isneeded 

formanegllgther~wce. Meet 

dmmd wlthcut degadatlm of 

Contllct. 

Allow mlnerd develcpment on all 

weas not speclflcally fxcllded 

tron develqment. Prarlde 

rotectlve stlpulatlons lo Ilmlt 
ImpsctstiottmrresDwce 

val uas. 

Speclflc Maagensnt DWectlcm 

Resowce Wlllzatlon ProposedPlCvl current Man-t 

continue 011, gas, .I al2 
operatlonstlroighcuf plmnlng 

area 083,000 acres In areas 

deslgxatedas WloWl CgologlC 

structwe5 IGSSI 1. 

Bntlnw axperatlve nmagsnent 
to protect SwfacerarPwceson 

19,800 iz.res of Deparrnant of 

Energy mE) leasetrscts. 

OxltlNeappWWed cQa?stloreOf 
4,500 acres of hard rockmlnlrg 

mder 43 (Me of Federd 

Regulations CFR) 5809 

regulatlom. 

continue dlull lease (I20 

scres) a 

Ontlnua sand L gavel 

oimratkms (883 acres). 

Worlds ~otectlvenenagemnt 
of tlm foSSllS et ths Sallprt 

SliB. 

cbntImJe 011, gas, a a)* 

opwatbw thorghour pbnnlq 

area (183,OWacres In weas 

deslglaied as KG%). 

Bntlnle wo~atlvemnagseent 

lo patect svfacere5owceson 

19,800 eras of DIE lease 

ITactS. 

QMlrue appeared aperatIons of 

4,500 lves of hard rc-ckmlnlng 

mder 43 CTR 3809 regulatbw. 

OMtlnls ezdllml lease (I20 

aves). 

Cbntlme sand6 gavel 

cWratlons (8El acres). 

Rwlda ~otectlven0nagerent of 
the cnfque tisslls In th 

Plamfvllle area. 

Cbntlme 011, gas, L CD2 
operatlomthoughout planning 

area (183,000 azres In aTeas 
deslgxated as KG). In &dltlon, 

10,500 acres of cotentlal oil & 

gas trends we sbm. 

CDntlnue wopwatlvenmagansnt 

lo protect svfaeretpurceson 

19.800 ezes of Dx lease tracts. 

Cbntlrue rgprwed operatlomof 
4,500 ezres of hard rock mlnltg 

tnder 43 CFR 3309 rqulatlom. 

ctxltlnua exllrm leasa (I20 

aCreSI. 

WInus sand 6 gavel operatlom 

(880 awes). In ajdltfon, 1,200 
meson Erlrg Mesa *3uld be 

darelaped for sard h grerel. 

Umage Cress & Squaw/Papm 
can)vnsdthaRareslrkei3Llzvd 
Wea as 'Weas of CTltlcd 

Hlnwd R7tentlaln (MNs). 

Omtlnue 011, gss, & a2 
operatlom tlroughout plmnlng 

wea (183,000 ecras In areas 
deslpted as KG%). 

WlnueoxpwatlvenenageRnt 

to protect svfacereswcason 

19,RIOsresof 03E lease tracts. 

Conthe apprwed operatIm of 
4,500acres of hard rockmlnlng 

mder 43 CFR 309 rqdatbnso 

oJntlNe‘adlumleas3 (120 

aCr9S). 

Cbtilnus sandand pave1 opera 

tlons (8Bl acres). In rddltbn, 
400 areson Eulfg Mesa rwld be 

wallable for develcpmsnt for 

sand I gavel. 

Rcwlde ~otectlvemanagmWltof 
tha (nlqm fossils In tla 

Plaxrvllle Wea thorgh the use 

of stlpulatlons on a case-by-cssa 
&Is Intheefwlromental 

dccunents. 



kas E kontlNed) 

General Guldanm carrent Mmagwmt 
Speclf IC tkwgsmm t Dlrectlal 

Resowca ccmswvatlal Resow- Utll Izatla, Pmpcsed Pla 

Mlnwals 

kantlmsd) 
cbntlnle axlstlq coal leases Al lov cod lesslrg on 32.000 Alla coal lesslq on 1,460 -es Al km cod leaslq on 1,460 ares 
ttbtlond Klrg OM, 340&m; acre5 In Iby Qkf&mrry Oetk In tta hcla imcrrn Ibxhwrrble In th Hula l@iCM S 46,000 krm 

fwnE Resolfces, 90 ccres). was a 2,lElo aas of lands 0x1 Rasoww h URXA), 1,240 In the Chmngo m3tA.w 
rhlch ae uuler prlvete svface acres In ttn Esst (brtez m 6 
omershlp but cmtaln Federal 54,C00 ares In the Lhrango 
SrbsWface mlnsrd rlghts rlthln m* 
the San Jlsn Mstlonsl *est.* 

l Then, p‘lorlty ares were detemhel based on 1983 coal data 6 Indlcatlom of Interest by lndffitry. The 

remlnlq cod lands that were not dstannlned lo be nonsult*le cv lderrtlfled as prlorltles for futwe 
leaslrg wll I be manqed for other multlple use caxlderatlons. lhess lards would b made svallable for 
futve leaslq only rhen the coal prlorlty aeas hsJ ken depletttd or a slqlf lent densnd was ec~essed 

ttmt cdd nut be met by tk wlstlq ccal prlorlty areas. 

LalldS Alla for disposal of pacels of 
pclbllc land not ne&d for 
mlneral dwelopmnt. Major 
ut1l I*, cwrMors WII I te 

alloud as long as they don’t 
confllct with mlneral dsvelcp- 

-*. Allow uher land ectlons 
as lotg as tky don’t llmlt 
mlneral dwelopmnt, or rhen 
thre Is e clew 6 slgnlflcant 
ptbl lc need. kqulre or 
excheqe land 6 srbsvface 
mlneal estate tin mlnwal 
dedcpmnt *II I b enhsnad. 

WIS 
ard 
water 

klntaln sol1 prdutlvlty 6 
mlnlmlm sol1 ercslon then pas 
slble. Malntaln water g-1 Ily h 
qmntlly hen passlble for 
ramrce neds. 

Fire Rarlde a level of rotect ion 
fron wlldflre that wll I result 
In tb least lotd cc&L WIII 
Voted mlneral dwelopmnts on 
the pWlc lads. 

hlde ormalntaln ptbllc 

axeassoasnotlolmpde 
mlnwd dwelqmsnt. ti 
rlth mlneral developers to 
aswe rcuis we maIntaIned for 
ptbl IC safety. 



x 

Msn.qmmntGuldance forkeaF: Bsphaslso" Qltwsl tivcas 

Hanqenentdlrectlon rlll anphaslze the preservation, nranqener;t, and use of ths cultu-al reaxrce vopertlea found rlthln th area. tiaphasis wIII te on protactirg th3 stall, wgetatbn ad 
wlldllfa raso- to enhsncethe natval envlrome"t of the wee and he"cethe Cuhral resoWca ssitlrg. Mlneral rasou-cas ulll be developed rhlle constralnej by arlstlrg Ia=, ypllcy and 
regulatlors pertalnlq lo cultval rasxrcfa. Other -vce ard lard manqenent aztlvltlas rlll be camtraIned IU wold ccnfllct ulth lreaervatlon, dwalapnent, and protective oQiectIve~. 

Managesent Dlrfctlon for Othv Rssovee Values 

General Guldanca cwrent l4snagwsnt 
Spalflc Wvqenmt DIrectIan 

Resourm utlllzatlon RasourmczJ"renmtlon Propowd Plan 

Cultval t&mags cultural rasovces for l4magsthe PnasaZl Wllsge 
~otectlon, praservatlon, &Mer tanrual cparatlrg costs 
Inve5tlg3tlon6p~llcuse - M0,DDo). 
(I.e., dwelapnent 6 
lnterfretatlon), rhge omtlnuemwqsW3"to"the 

appraprlate. follalq culfval sltes/ae: 

Bnnonball FUln 
DMnguez-Escalante Ruins 
Haqlrg Flum 
lz#y Ruin 
KLea Bash T- 
53-d Canym 

IWreetlrn Msku-eas ewllable ib day use 
ktlvltles, tiara feasible. 
Construct plrblkcon~~lence 
dwaloprrsnts such as r&mans, 
ot6enmtlalaess,aI"ter~* 
tatWe tells. Prwlde Input 
Infodwelopnsnt6opsratlcn of 

Wnagsthemasarl l+Wtags 
Canter (anrual operatlfg costs - 
s3o0,ow). 

tirphaslze nmsgewnt 6 develop 
cultvat msnqement plam on th3 
follorlq cultrral sltas/aaas 
(approc. flll,ODDanrusl 
oparatlonal casts): 

Bull Qnpl 
&nnonbalI Ruin 
fblME5a 
Lblcw-6 cave 
Lhnlquez-EscalanteRulns 
EastRxkCanyon 
ttsnllfo"t4asa 
Haqlq Flum 
l"dlen Henry's Cabl" 
Llgh'tnlq TreeTonef Woup 
Lowy Ruin 
~~mBaslnTot8rs 
f.bcklrrgblrd Mass 
Pall-&d mcdlWrqlyphs 
Wlr$ed FBnd Ruin 
Sand Canyon 

%-/par=- Bfw- 
Tabquacha Reblo 

M~ag3thelhasazlHsrltsge 
Canter (actual cparatlq co5ts- 
s5o0,coD). 

6nphaslzen=anagamnt 6 develop 
culfual msnqenerttplamonth 
follo~lq cultural sltesWeas 
tapprw. sll4,DDOMNel 

opsratlond costs): 

Bull Qnyon 
Cahme Qnpn 
Cannonball Ruin 
OmMsss 
thss chqon 
D3loresCave 
Donlquez-Escalanta Ruins 

East &ckBnyon 
l=kmlllo"Mesa 
Hnglrg Flums 
lndlan Henry's Cabln 
Llghtnlrg TreeTou~ Crcup 
l.owy Rul"s 
MAaa,Bsln To*85s 
Mcklrgblrd m 
PalntEiw"dPefrqlyphs 
BInted Wnd Ruin 
ssrd omyon 
Squw/pa~ose Can* 

Tabag- Qw 
TabquschePu&~lo 

l4snqa mm. Qhxe, sLlrrac/ 
Papocae6TebquacheCYeek 
amp115 mJer VtWClass II 
stwdards,clcsa C OWs.6 
rwlds for a saslplmltlvano~ 
miorlrad rexeatlonetperlence 
In the9B ab@.m Wei%. 

Msnage the Masazl WItage 
cedar kn~l operatlrg ccsts- 
WO,KW . 

tirphaslzemanqamnt6 dwJop 
cultwal mmqenent plans on th 
follo~lrg cultral sltes/aeas 
bppx. Sll4,ODDanfual 

operstknal costs): 

Bull Canpn 
Catone Canyon 
Cannonbdl Ruin 
03*kss 
Lhss canpn 
more5 cafe 
[bnlnguez-Escala"te Ruins 

Eest l&k any0-n 
v&mlltonMess 

Wnglrg Flrnts 
lndlan t4nry's CabIn 
Llghtnlrg Tree Tourer (boup 
Lary Ruin 
MAean Pasln Toc!ers 
Wckllrgblrd Hasa 
Palnt& ttsrd Pelrqlyphs 
BInted Wand Ruin 
serd campn 
Squew/Papxse Canpn 

=%I- Qnycn 
TabquachePueblo 

kmge bss, Cshme. Squat/ 
PapcoseLTabeguschaB~ 
canpffi under VWCla5S II 
stadards,clcse lo IRVs.6 
~cwlds fcr a senl~lmltlve "on- 
dorlzed recrwtkn wperlerPe 
Inthaseebtnecreas. 



kea F IcontInued) 

Speclflc Hmeganmt Dlractlon 

Wlldllfe 

HllW-alS 

General Guldmce 

kmsa7.i l+arltaga center. 
bvalap pbllc w vlslbr 
mnqemnt plans kr seas. 

Gtabllsh sltgspeclflc visual 
qi.allly obJectIves 6 design 
guldallnes br Intqretatlon 6 
vls.llDr mmqmmt dvlrg 
actlvlly plmnlng. 

Rotect 6 nalntaln wild life 
h&tat. Mere feasible, ca~- 
plete rlldllfa hsbltst Im~ob’e- 
mnts to mhanw wlldllfe vlac 
Iq In aswlatlon with cultvat 
values. mltlm.m lo mange T6E 
species habitat to ~otact the 
SpecleS. 

Mm nexssery, reduce or 
control llvesiock grazing lo 
p7bsct cultwal resovcas. 

Al low rmuval of kmst rruduets 
only when anpatlble rlth 
cultU’a1, wIldlIfe. cr recreb 

t Ion vel ws or when done to 
lmgove safety. 

Pmue wlthbaal fro91 mlneral 
ai~rry on my lmpxtmt cultwal 

FOpertleS. In the emt *ItI+ 
draral Is not nxde (ani on awas 
not rltMraan), supervise the 
BctlvltleS of claImants, 
lasssas, 6 pemllttees lo Irnwe 

mlnlmm lmpscts on cultural 
valws. the nwvface 
ocawwxy stlpulatlons la 
frotect Imprtant cultwal 
VW 43s. 

cwrmt Mmagwmt 

Dxltlnm resent pvtactlon 6 
no-slrtace occupancy stlpulb 
tlons for 011 6 gason Send 6 
East Rack canyons; Qnmnbel I, 
buy, Ll~tnlrq Rae TM, 
Hwenw buffer. Gettle ibck, 
bster Ruin, Sean Towns Ruin, 
6 C)cnlrgusr-Escalante Mm, 
kben f?asln Tom; 6 PaInted 
I+ami Patrag lyphs. 

Cbntlnue r-t ~otactlon 6 
nwswface ocolpncy stlpulb 
tlons fcr oil 6 gason Send 6 
East lbck campus; Chmuhl I, 
Lory. LWMIq Rse To=-, 
banva@ buffar, @attIe w. 
Easter Ruin, Seven T- Ruin, 
6 Dmlquez4scelanta Fulns, 
kbm Eesln T-; 6 
Pa Inted Herd Pekcg lyphs. 

Wlthira fron mperd entry 6 
p3dds nwsurfw cccupanq 
stlpulatlons for oil 6 gas 
Ieaslrg on WInted Wnd Ruin, 

[blot-e Cwe. TabsgwMa Pueblo, 
GUI I Csnym Fhxlishelter, 6 
lndlan Henry*s Csbln. 

Rescwce utlllzatlul 

Qmtlnus resent FOhCtlOnS 6 
no-slrface OcaJFency stlpuletlor6 
tcroll6gesonSsnd6EastR~ck 
canyons; cannonbsl I, tory, 
Llghtnlq Wee Towr, Harenreep 
buffer, Battle Rxk, Easter &In, 
Saw Torrars Ruin, 6 Dmlnguez- 
Gcalante Pulns. kLem Gssln 
Tows; 6 Wlnted Hsnd 
tWrq lyphs. 

WIthirer fran mlnwei entry 6 
FUJI& for l-tO-SUl-fW OCCUpancY 
stlpulatlons for oil 8 gas 
leesly on WInted t4nd Ruin. 
Cblofe.s Cave, Tabsgu~hs Publo, 

GUI I Canv F&z&shelter. 6 lndlan 
lbnry’s Cebln. 

Proposed Plan 

Ihag the Tabsguecha Qnpn 

arltval anphasls we.3 as an 
Dutstandlng watval prea. 

Develop razreatlul actlvlty 
wnqefnent plans for LDwy 6 
Donlnguez-Esccslante cultural 
51%. 

htlIlW FSW,t ~otectlon end 
nws4rface occupancy si?lpUlattons 
for 011 end gas04 sand end East 
kck campns; Csn~l I, bay, 
LI@tnIng Tree Tow. B.wwep 
buffar, Betlfe F%k, Easter FMn, 
%wn T- Ruin, Cunlrguez- 
Escdante R1lt-6, kbm Basin 
Towrs; and mlntsd Hand 

me-3 bk 

Wlttdra km mlnersl entry 6 

Fwlda for no-surface occupancy 
stlpulatlms for 011 6 gas 
leaslrg on PaInted Wnd Ruin, 

Bull anyon B2&sttelter, lblores 
Cave, Tabsgueche Pi&lo, 6 lndlen 
lfsnry’s Csbln. 



Rwowce/ 
MlVlty General Guldmce current ldwagwmt Proposed Plan 

Mlwals 
(cmtlmsd) 

Rarlds fw noaIrfaoe aarpanq 

stlpulatkm for cdl 6 gss 

lwslng on Qkm, mass, 

sPww/Papoos. h Tabeg- 
canpm to frotect cultlfal 

values. 

l.WdS Al low no disposal of prbl IC land 
where sign If lcant cullval 

values are Indved. Major 

utll Ily ccrrldors (powrIlnw of 

115 kv 6 tie 6 pIpelInes 6” In 

dlawterd abore) rxlld pncr- 

allynot be allowed. Alla 

other lard ztloffi to ocar rhen 
thq weld result In mlnlrnal 

adwne lmpxt, bhen tlmy *II l 

be benefIclsl to cultwal 

resowce man-t, or when 

there Is a clear 6 slglflcant 

prbl lc need; kqulre or 
erdwge land m cultwal 

wnlgemwt WII I b enhancel . 

SolIS 

al-d 

Mhr 

u3lnlaln SolI IroductlVlly, 

mlnbnlzem-wd SolI ercblon 

A stab1 I Ise 6 rehabl lltate lreas 
with ~awre man-cau sd .soll 
ercslon vhw feasible. 

bblntaln :mter qwllty 6 quw+ 

tlty. Apply for watar rights L 

p3tect rlpsrlan mes on 
srlrgs assxstrd with cultwal 

Sibs. 

Fire Rorlda level of ~OfectIon on 

al I fires that *II I protect the 

cultval resowce vales. 



Wee F tuntlnued) 

Reswce/ Speclflc ManaymW DIrectIon 

MlVlty General Guidance 

Fccess Rarlde admInIstratIve-S to 
pibllc lard to enhanwttm 
amagaamnt oftha cultval 
resowce. Rovlde prbllc access 
to sana of the cultval waas 
uhare PtblIC "se *III tm 

mm@. Rwldanalntenance of 
roeis to a level of mlnlmum 
standsrds for usar safety. 
Closa rosdswhen necessary to 

Ilmlt -s to frotact cultwal 
vslrres. 

current Mwagensnt ResourceCmvrnmtlon 

Llmlt prt,lIc mxass C 
kbcklgblrd t&sa,EhtIl Canyon 
Rxksheltff, lndlan Wnry's 
csblll. 6 Saml 6 East F#xk 

w"yms to botof kwseonly6 
llmltvehlcle ~cees to 
auttcrlZd vehlclesonlY. 

Rexurce lJtlllmtlon 

Llmlt p&lIc accsas to 
lrbcklqblrd Mesa, BJII Qnyon 
Rrkshelter, 6 lndlan H8nry's 
Cab117 to foot or b-se only 6 

llmlt whlcle access to 
aithwlzed vehicles only. 
Icqulre aasmnant Into Sand Csnpn 

al-w. kqulre dmlnl5tratlve 
exe55 toCamnonball Mesa6 
YelIo+cket Csnyon. 

Pmposed Plan 

Llmlt p&lIc access to 
Mxklrgblrd plesa, Bull Canyon 
fbckshelter.SemJ 6EestFock 
canyons.6 lndlan ~enry'.sCabln 
to foot or horse only 6 Ilmlt 
vehicle accass lo autkwlzed 
tilclesonly. Acqulra a-t 
Into Sati Canyon wea. Prqulre 
admlnlstitlYe exess Illto 
Qnmntmll bbsa 6 Yellcwjackat 

Q"P. 



lhmqwmt Guidance for kes 6: 6nphasls on Gsncral Natwal Fbsource IhNUg~ 

Flansgenmtdlrectlon for ttmse areasrlll an~lstot generd multlple use as ~escrlbsd In tte Federd Land Wlcy ard knagenent M (FLIW) of 1976. The rezovcevaIu~s ContalneI I" these 
-arenot slg~lflamt tothedegmtha?adonlnsnt useexlsts. Mnqmsntguldsnce wItI comlst of wlstlrg lau, ~lIcy,and msnualsaDncarnlngeach resowce p-ogsn. 

Lcnagemnt Dlrectlon for Dtbr Resovce Valws 

Gsnsral Guld?mce civr-ent l4FmQ-"t 

SpeclflC l&agmmnt Dlrectlul 
Rescucecmswv~lo" Reuw~e Utlll~atlo" Proposed Pla" 

tiltvd 

Ulldllfe 

Llvastock 
Wnqwsnt 

Mlnsrals 

Nwgecultwal ravce 

~opsrtles In &mrdwce dth 
applicable laws, rqulatlons h 
P&lIC I"tSest. 

WarIds for dlspsrsad typesof 
recrwtlon oppxlultles. 
wllla, sign. maps, etc., to 
helpma"qethedlIpsrsed US. 
AllaIl3IV"se. 

Establish SIte+aclflc VISIBI 
qd iiy objecthfes 6 design 
guldellneb fw landscape 
d~elqnne"t~oJectsdWl~ 
actlvlty planning. 

Fmtect laEspecles6 msl"tal" 
or hgrwethslr WIta% 
Nw3gs all other habitat to 
pro/Me satlsfactorycowtlo"s. 

hmge veptatlon resource 93 It 
maintain5 itself satlsfactorlly 
dth a @nsrally upward trend. 
RehdHlltate"e&6otlw 
resowce val ws. 

Rwlds a sustaIned yield of 
forest~odtisc~lstentwlth 
land capabIlIty, SultabllllY, 
protectlo""en!sdothsr 
resxrce vale. 

Rwlde for mlneral dwelopmsnt 
In 611 areasnot vltMr6m fro" 

mlneral entry. ITwIde Fotec- 
tlve stlpulatlons to Ilmlt 
Impacts toothsrreswce 

valuss. 



ResWd 
ActlVlty General Guidance current FBnagenwt 

Speclflc Llmsgenent DIrectIon 
R-a, Cnnservatlcn Resowce Utlllzatlon Fropowd Plan 

Allow & dlspasal of parcels of 

prbllc lard notnwled for 

rwowc* wnagemnt. kquwe or 
wdlarge land *hen remrm mat+ 

agenent cppx-tulltles rlll he 

enhancei. tqor utlllly Cofrl- 

dors wxld b allowi with VW 

tectlve stlpulatlom to p-went 

or Jlmltad- Impacts lo 

other resovcevalues. AlIar, 
other land &Ions S cccv with 

appropriate stlpulatlom, or 

hhen there Is aclwr6 
slglflcant prbJJc n%d. 

SolIS 

ard 

keter 

&Jntaln 9011 -uctJvlty, 

mlnlmk ma-sed solI 

erasJon strive toad!le~e 

abquste vegetation comr for 

retenhed ~otectJon.3 plant 

vigor. 

Malntaln rater qu3llty h 

qiantlty for resource needs. 

Sexre sufflclent water rights 

to F'CW Ide br resorCa 

wnqemnt. 

FJre RwJde a lznrel of ~rotectlon 

from wIldfIre that will result 

In the least total c-t& wIJI 

g3neraJlyenhenm resovai con.- 
dltJor6 of the vegetation. t.~se 

FePrIbd fire *en pcsslble to 

enhanm rwxrca cad I thms. 

Wwlde dmlnlsfrstlve 6 ptillc 

-s, rhere WsJble. 

Knlntaln reals lo a level of 
mlnlmun standards for prbllc 

safety. 



Mmcgemant Guidance for kes k bnphasls on PubI IC land Dlsp~al 

Wnqmnant of these wean wll I be for the dlSp%al of tlm plbllc lards; these we wll I be Srbjectd TV addltbnal Scremlfg and clew- before any trzts ldentlfld for dlsp3saI In this 

plan may te traw*red fron BLH control. There actlvltles Include mlneral aSsessmmt, cultwal reQJuce clearance5, ewlromental malysls, apFralsal and slmllar slte-SpeclflC actIOnS. 

Little 0r 113 P~IIC fvlds WIT l b spent upn th3st2 fr&s for res3wce maw-t; funds rculd only be spent f~ COW& pbllc hedth anl Safety problems or IO CoTrect were reDUTce CQdltiO5 

rhlch alnnot be allo*ed b wnt1nw. 

Mmasgerent Dlractlm for Dfhar Resource VaIu3s 

ResaUCe/ 

ActlVlty General Guldmce Currant b!anagmmt 

SpeclflC NSnagenent Dlrecrlon 
Rasaurca conservatlm Resource Utl I lzatlon Proposed Plan 

c4Hlral 

bxraathm 

Wlldllfe 

LIvasfOck 
Msnqanent 

Forestry 

Rwlde cultval resowca Inven- 

torIas 6 clew~nces SO dlspxal 

of the tracts cm occv. kn6 

lrg dlspxal, mmqe the 

cultval resxrce5 mdw frasent 

1336 6 regulations. 

Prwlde for very I lmltsl 

dlspersd recreatlm acflvlty. 
Al Iad dorlrd CRV usa. 

EstebllSh slfM@ClflC VlSral 
quality obJectIveS 6 deslp 

guldel lne~ for lardScape 
developrent cojacts drlrg 

actlvlly plannlrg. 

Prwlde for lXE species Iwe+ 

IwVes & cleaVnce Vlcf to 

dlsp%d. 

Al low I Imltsd nanagemnt of the 

rargelard l0 0cQy. Spend no 

plbl Ic fmds on rangeland 

Im~wenmts. LImpletS F+oc4 
dlral nOtIf IatlOnS IO gadng 

PermIttees. 

Al lar tl&er !Z. be haNeSted 6 

forasf p-odwzk. lo ba used. 

Bmlder dlspxal of tb lrdlan 

sprlqs slta to co0w as part d 
tblr Hllre Young F+ccerrY mnrg* 

me. Als~ amsIde+- CD2 

caperatlvely mm~lq tI0se 

hewIly used hrnter canp sites 
along the roaj between MlrmDnte 

Reserwlr 6 lndlan Sp-lngs (near 

l+mllim Msss). 

Mlder dls~,sal Of ttm lndlan 

Srlqs slta to CUM as ati of 

their Mike Y0u-g voperty manqe- 

mt. Al%?con~I~ CCCW 
cazeratlvely mmrglq t&e 

bwlly usad h&w cmp sll?X 

along the rod belween Mlrmnte 

Resarwlr h lndlan Svlngs (near 

Hmllton MKa). 



r@sowcar 
Actlvlty Gsneral Guidance 

Wlnerals Bntlnua lo fmnaga the mlneral 
prcgrm for davelcpmsnt. Ralalll 
all mlnwal rl*ts unless an 
exeeptlon can b doamenw for 
trarefwrlngthemlneral rights. 

limds 

blls 
ati 
later 

Fire 

Prwlda fw dlspceal of the 
PlbllC kMs. MsJor utlllty 

ccrrldors would ba a)lcnM. 
Alla other lard ktlom ID 
pwceed, especially ti thare 
Is a clear I slgnlflcant prbllc 

need. 

M3lntaln SDII p-oducflVlty, 
mlnlmlze ma-sad solI arc6lon 
h nelntaln amlnlmun anxntof 
vegetation cwer forwatwshad 
VJtectlOn. 

k41lntaln reseat mter quallty8 

WJntw. co not acquIrewater 
rl*ts krresovceneejs mless 
an etceptlon am ta doamnted. 
lard dlsposals rmst te In 
cfflfonnance with b0bth 0-d~ 
lE.0.) 11988 - Flcadplsln 

~~qmmt. 

Frwlde for allml%d level of 
fire nenagtmsnt. SupI~ess 
wlldflres rhlch may bs 
Wreatenlng adjacent lrlwte, 
state or Fderd prcpe*. 

ACceSS kqulre no 83x3s b thase 
lmcts mlessm efceptlonca" 
bed-M. Prcvldev~ 
Ilttle or no nalntenance of 

rords; Rasawe accessrIghts 
axces pfzcels &en need& 6# 
PublIC or remvcemanfgenent. 

cmremt teinagemsnt 
Spaclflc Man-t DIrectIon 

RescwceGJnssrvatlon Resource utlllzatlon propod Plsn 

Tramzfer all mlnaral rlghts with Transfer all mlneral rights alth 
the swfece unless: (1) mlneral the swface unless: (I) mlnerd 
valuescan bedocrawnted to veluascan badocumsntedb 
Justlfyretalnltg themIne& JustlIyretalnlg thamlnsrd 
rlghts,or (2) transferrIng the rlgWs,or (2) lransterrlngthe 
mlnwel rlghts Is rrwented by mlnerai rlghts IS lrwentad by 
laaw reguIatlon. law or regulation. 

Allow apFpolc. 16,000 acres fw Allow appx. 18,000 awes for 
lard dlspsal (tWcugh sales, land dlsp3sal (though sales, 
wzhanges, or any other title ~changas, or any other title 
kamfer mems). trmfer means). 

Allow arwx. 33,000 acres for 
lard dls~l (ttpcugh sales, 
gtchengas. Q any other title 
transfer means). 

Raffifer all mlnaral rights alth 
tha swface unless: (I) mlnax! 
valuascen badocwanted to 
Justify retalnlrg tha mIneral 
~lghts~ or (2) framfwrlngme 
mlnetd rlghts Is lrwentel by 
Iaaor regulation. 

Allow apmx. 21,800 awas for 
lard dlspxal (tIrough sales, 
e&anges, or any othar title 
lrmfer mesns) e 



lbnqmmt Wdance for kes I: Espheslson Wild fb#Ms 

l4sn~enantdlr&lonrllI enpheslzemanqllrg the rlld horse lwds resent on plbllc land by~orldlrg necesPrty forage wd *atef. Senelnrestrnentsrouldpobablyocar~~ema~ethhabl~Cr 
the lorsesand ala,7orrejl~sconfllcts wlthofheruseslntheaea. Wild torsenmagemnt plans rlll be developed. fl&uclrg Ilvestockand pesslbly wlldllfenayneed to occv tonalntaln faw 

p-c&&Ion ad vlgDr. Dlspsrsed rerestkm, lncludlfg rlld hopre vlarlrg, ~111 Continue. Mbnd pralucts VIII b m83e wallable on a llmli8i bssls. Flrerlll be used to snhsnce forage 

F=J~lon. 

thagamnt DIrectIon for Mher Rssovce Valms 

ActlVlty General Guidance 

Speclflc I&nagemnt Dlrectla, 
Resarceconswvatlon Resowce ufIIlzatlal cvrent Managwent PropMed Plan 

Q4ltval Rwtecf lmpwfant cultwal 
re3xrce~apertles. 

bcreatlon Manage fordlsprsed rweatlon as 

the ~lnaryrweatlon actlvl*l. 
Encara~e non&orlzed recreation 
actlvltles sti as wild brse 
vlwlrg, hlklq. e,tE. 

Est&lllsh Slt+SpglflC VlSlsl 
quslltyobjecflvesh dsslq guld* 
lines for brdscap0dwelcpnent 
fr0Jects dvlng actlvlty plmnlng. 

Wlldllfe Rotect T6E species 6 nslntaln of 
lmprwethelr habItat. ProJlde 
mlnlmal Inv&nmnts io enhance w 
wIldlIfe stecles. 

llvasiuck tiageIlvestDckloredu~aor 
wanqwsnt ellmlnate anfllcts wlthwlld 

hxses. Wlntaln forage In fair 
cadltlon with m Upard Irend. 
All lIveslock *Itef's should be 
prwlded yearend. Reduce 
nuntersor seasorcof-use to ellm 

Irate forqe cmptltlm. kwe 
that all range voJecfs waccw 
patlbte with rlld horse use. 
RBsfrfct lkenslrgofdon%tlc 
horses In rlld horse aeas. 

Wlld H3rxes Develcp a sItespecIfic manqenmt Bntlnm llmltej msnrgosentof 
plan kzr the wild brsas. Develop 1OOtofsas In the Svlrg m 
nexssarylmproromnts(fenms, Bssln (35,OOQ wire51 6 21 

raters, veg%taTlon westmmts, harms In the F$tvtta Rldga 

etc.) fortlm lug-lummangenent vea (8.000 acres). 
ofthehwd. Wlntaln forage In a 
falr dltlcm with an upward 
frand. 

Rcwlde sufflclmt forage for 
wlnterlrg blg gane spxles In ttm 

Srrlrgt2aekbsrdawa. 

lntenslvely msnq)e for 75 hofses ti all alld horses In tlm f&we all rlld twsas In tte 
(uvrylq capacity) In the Srlng plmnlng arw. planning area. 
@e&Basln. Manage for 5Ohorses 
In the Wtwlta Rldgs wea. lB+ 
lgnate both as horse rages. Ds- 

velop herd mmagerent plen 6 
lmplewnt necessary lmprwemmts 
(I. e., fCwU%s h cater 
dw3lcpTatiS). 
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R9SOWd 
ActlVIiy General Guidance current MaMgenent 

SpeclflC Managsmnt Dlrectlcm 
ReSowceCon~atlon Resource utll~zat~on ProFmed Plan 

FBnaga the lorest lands to 
enhance tha vqetatlon cadltlon 
ke the rlld keses 6 ti Insect 

& dlsaease ccntrol. 

Mlnerds Al lw mlnerd dwelqment In all 

ereas not *ItWarn from mlneeal 
entry. Rarlde ~oteztlve 
sflpulatlcns to llmlt lmpscts to 
xlld horses. 

LdS Al& for dlspsal of parcels of 
public land not needed for wild 
how mawgmnent. M3jor utlllty 
corridors *ould be allowed with 
Frotectlve stlpulatlorrs to 
rreuentor Ilmlt Impacts tothe 
wlld horses. AlIar other land 
actlons, lncludlng acqulsltlon or 
acharge, when they *III result 
In mlnlmal &w-se Impacts, bhen 
they will be teneflclal b wild 
hx-se magemnt, or hen there 
Is a clew 6 slgnlflcant plbllc 

fled. 

solls 
ad 
lwer 

VaInlaIn SDII ~UctlVlty, 
mlnlmlze maneaJsEd sol1 -IOn 
LStrlve to adlleveveg3latlon 
cwer for watemhd protect Ion 6 
plant vlgx. 

Malntaln laterqualIty qlantlty 
forresvceneels. Sacvewater 
rl*ts to ~ovlde fornmnegerent 
M&S.. 

Fire Rwlde a level of ~otwztlon 
frcm wlldflre that will result In 
the le8st~tal costdthatwlll 
gnerally enhance wild l~rse 
msnqennt. Use mscrlbed fire 
rhen pw.lble to enhance 
vqetatlon prcductlon. 

Access Rwlde dmlnlstratlve 6 pbllc 
axes.5 toprbllc land to emance 
rlld hwse vlawlrg 6 n-anegenant. 
Rwldenalntenenceofroais ID a 
level of mlnlmun stardards for 

user safety. 



l.bna~enentGuldana, for AreaJ: bnphsslson Forestry and M Products 

ThIsguIdance Isdeslgnd to lncreasa the prcdrctlon Md utlll~ltlon of w2ad fiber, flrarood, post imd ~01~. 6llphaslS IS "pm lm$rcved GcaJ productIon and utlllmtlon resultlrg In wteffilve 

nrxflflcatlon of Irea ani other ve@atfon cw. Invesmsmay bemad for brestmagamntaetlvltles. lnvestnents (In clthw enphc6lSiaeeS) that6recamms crate alth fed mod fIber 
prcductlon vlll la maje. Cpporhnltles rlll generally bemoderate for wlldllfe manqlement srd for dlsprsed reCr@lOn. LlveslrxkgraZlrg rllloccw;hD*wer. dl?puptlor6fnaymsYoCar due to 

tIntar nmagmani adlonsor obJectIves. 

Mznagemnt Dlractlan for Dther Re%xrce Valrres 

Cultval 

General Guidance currant MaMqanent 

Spglflc bnagwznt DIreMa, 

RescurcacQI~atlc4l Resowceutlllzatlal Reposed Plan 

Rotect lmpwtant cultval 

resxrce propertIes. 

Rgraatkm 

WIldlIfe 

Y 
w 

LIvestuck 

lmqamnt 

thwge for dispersed recreation 

asthe ~Imryresrestlon actlv- 

Itv. Allcr umtorlzed CRV use. 

EeQllsh slte-sp3clflc VlSlal 

qwlltVobjectlves and design 
guldellnes for landscape devel- 

opcent ffojects dvlfq actlvlty 

plannlrg. 

Rotect T6E species k malntaln 

cr Imrore thaw habItat. R-w 
vlde Iwestmmts IO enhance 

wIldlIfe s~glas rhlch will 

benefit frcm uwen-agedtlrnber 

mq-t. 

Allow lIvestock g%Mlrgon thC6e 

6beas d, ilmas *hen ItwIll lut 

haug negative effectscntlntw 

manaJementoperat!om & 

objectIves for the area. 

Rnge vegstat1oll freatnents will 

general ly not be allared In tlm- 

bar erees. Fang3 Imp-cwammts 

will be desIgned to mlnlmlze 

aonfllcts tdm ties+ 6+2asls. 

lranaga lands sultsble for tiler fenagstl~speclescn all 

productton. Invest necessary wallable & capable lards 8 

frmds to ~cwlda fw 1ntemIve plnpn-Jmlpa~ with a combln~ 

manqsmrmtof tha forest tlon of 698" & ulwelwzga 

resou-ce. R-wide flratood, S+ZS. Msnagaaspan~an 
aPlslmas frees, 8 othar mod svenege systsa. Llmlt opan 

FOdUCtS. patc~st0208aescr lsss 

Cowdlnate effortson acase- 

tycase tasis fo mslre 

aquatk/rlparlan resxeas are 
p3tected L, In uma cases, 

ImpTcw6d. 

Cbordlnala efforts on a case- 
by-case kxds fo enswe 

aq~tklrlperlm reeowces are 

fmbcid hr In sane cases, 

Impmmd. 

tiagatlngarspacleson all 

svallable & capable lands 8 

pfnpn-Jvllpar with a camblnz+ 

non of SIB" 6 lme9en-qe 

systerm. l.bmgs 8spfa-l lur 
nnnlmuntlmbw pxluctlon & to 

fww ulldllfe r6n-t (8Dy7' 

Cbordlnab efforts on a case- 

by-arse bSlS b elxtFe 

zqratk/rIpwlwres3wcesste 

fmbxkfJ 6, In sane cases, 

lmgwed. 

%Ymgatl~spacleson all 

arallable 8 capable lends 5 

plnym-jmllpar rrlth B cmb4~natb1 

of even a tlnwe~age systms. 

tJsmg3 mpan lmdm an wa~aq9 

SW=% LlmItopan patchcuts f0 

20 awesor lgss In cmclel 

D3xdlnateefforfxon acas3- 

by-case teses to enswe 

Bq~tk/rlparIa8rewr~ are 

p.Ytectad 6, Ill sma ceses, 

Imprad . 

hmgatlntwspecleson all 

bvallable 6 capable lands & 

plnpn-Jutlpw with a ccmblnatbn 

of even a m34ercaga systems. 

lbmga aspen under an even-age 

system. Llmltopan patchcuts lo 
20 6wesor less In CQmwpCIBI 



keaJtamtlwed) 

Speclflc kmageemt Dlrectlon 

Gmeral GuldaKx, current l4anagenent 

In c-CISI forest types 640 
ux-es Ill dbrd types. RQen- 
crate II I @ChcutS, Shemew 
d,L selectIon huvestcuts, 
nstlrsllyor arrlflcally, 
wlthln 15 yeas. 

Contlrue lntenslve manqBnent 

on aplrox. 9.540 -es of 
foreSt Ian%. The estimated 
allowable harvest *ould he 5.6 
mllllon hoard feet (FMBF) per 
decade. 

Bntlnle to rwlde *wdlard 
pahcts (fIrswad, posts, 
PI=, etc.). 

Mlnerds Al101 mlnera) development In all 
weas not wIthdram ton mlrwal 

entry. Rwlde ~otectlve 
stlpulatlom to Ilmlt Impacts to 
the forest remrce. 

l.NdS Allw for dlspxal of parcels of 
prbllc land not needed for 
forest management. kqulre w 
c#dlange lands rhen fvest 
manqenentwlll laenhsncel. 
Wsjor utllltyccrrldors uould 
genwdly not be alla& In 
c-clal torestry but rauld be 
alI& Inwoaibrd 6 eicsptlom 
could occv dth spsclflc 
ElndyslS. Al& othsr lard 

actlons &en the+ will result In 
mlnlmal &verse Impacts, rhen 
they will be hsneflclel lo 
forest mangemmt, or then thwe 
Is e clear 6 slgrlflcant p&lIc 
nd. 

Resource Conservation 

rotation). Cleacutaspsn In 
blocki up to 20 acres. Cleaaft 
entlre clones. Llmlt - 
palchcuts lo 20acrasor less In 
c-da1 bxorest types 6 40 
axes In woodlard fypes. 
Reqmrate all patchcuts, 
sheltenood, h selectlon hawest 
cuts,netvallya artlflclally, 
wlthln 15 yeas. 

Msnqe apprcn. 7.930 acres for 
lntenslw fcrestnmagarant. 
Esthatd alltile hawest 
rould be 4.7 kP6F per deccde. 

t4mg3 aprcx. 35,170 ees to 
~cwldewoojland products 

(flrewxd, posts, poles. etc.). 
E.thnatd allor&le harvest 
aDuld he 5.3 WBF (10,600 
cuea. 

Resource utlllzatlon 

fc~esttypes.54OaxesIn~1od- 
lard types. k3eneate all 
patchcuts, sheltwaod, 6 sale 
tlon hswest cuts, natwally or 
artlflclally, uithln 15 +ws. 
Bntlrue manqmntof all cpetc 

able rocdland iic-clal saw- 
thber Inotlw enphaslsareas. 

kmtgeapprcx. 11.22Oacres for 
lntenslve forest msnqmmnt. 
Estlmatsl allaable West would 

be6.6WFcwdecak 

bbnege aprcoc. 42,130 acres lo 
~wldewocdbrd products 
(fIrmmod, wets, poles, etc.). 
Estlmatej alloimble West would 
be 6.4 WF ~12,800cords). 

pmposed Plan 

fwesttypes640arasInwaL 

lamI types. Rsgeneateall 
c&Acuts, shelterwccd, d selec- 
tlon hatvest cuts, natwally or 
artlflclally, wlthln I5 )ears. 
Qntlwe manqment of all cpe- 
able uxdland 6c-clal saw- 
tlnber In other amphaslsareas. 

Mmqe apprcx. 10.960 acres for 
lntemlve faestnBwgeeent. 
Estimated allarable hawestwould 
be6.5WFl.ardecdecade. 

bbnmage appx. 42.130 sresto 
~arldetibnd prcducts 
(flrewcd, posts, p3les. etc.). 
Estlmatel allowable hawestwould 

be 6.4 WF (12,830cords) pSr 
-0. 



E?2!?Es 
Actlvlty General Guidance Cu-rmtS3nagenent 

Speclfk Mmlagmnant Dlrectlal 

Resc~cecCnswvatlon Rascura uflllzatlal Proposed Plan 

SolIs 
and 

new 

Malntaln 9211 ~cductlvlly, 
mlnlmlze -4 sol1 emslon 

aenslreutllli%tlul of fcrestry 

w8ztkes vhlch will prcrlde for 

mlnlmal solI lc6sss. 

Fire 

Palntaln rater qwllty 6 

qmntlty for rearcene~Is. 

Tl&er harestlrg h assxlated 

sctlvltles *III be cc+-dwt~I In 

anmnnerthatwlll notdegade 
thewalwqrallty (ban both 

polnth nonpolnt sovces) below 

theoDlcrCCloDepartmmtof 

Htslth 6 Lter I&allty Standards 

6 Classlfkatklm. 

RWlde a level of pNJtectk.n 

fran wlldflre that will result 

In ale& tital cat6 *III 

enhance brat resovces. Lbe 

preerlbed fire rhen possible lu 

enhance kxest nmagment 
objectIves. 

Rwlde admlnlslratlve al, 

rhereneedad,p&llc accessto 

Plt?lIC lard la tlavlcethr 

forest magmt. Rwlde 

necessary malntenmca of rczds 

loensvetlnberm3nagarsnt 
prtilces can occur as planned. 



lbnqemant Olldance for Prea K: Emphasis on SolIs ad lstef 

ManaJenentdlrgcrlon nlll enphaslze lmpswirg mter qlallty and solI stdblllty. Wsx~ce data Irdlcates that slgnlflcant water quality p-oblems -1st ln 93m~ i~eie amj ma"g-t &lo"- 

Imrova the exlstlng sItratIon. In ddltlon, soll eraslon or fragile 3011s -1st that are In need of n~e Intemlve ma?-. Dfhw restNPceuses rllloxlP totIm e&rrtthattheyare 
cmpatlble with tha water rrd ~011 prqan dlreztlon for the sWclflc rxre&. l&s by s~face--dIsfWblTg 8ctlvltles may be IlmlW or denId to Imprwe PBP)WPQ) cdlt&m. Ll-b&gralrg 

will ba allowsd buf poxlblyat a ~edrpced level; CRV use rrould be llmlted or eazluded. Dthsr ~esxrces, such as wlldllfe, culttrel, Sic ..acould ba ~cbctsdo~enhsnced rmdapth~s~has~sa,-ea. 

f&"-t DIrectlo" for Dthar Reso~ce Valres 

Gmeal Guidance current Msnagmt 

Speclflc Mf+nent DIrectIon 

R-ceculsWvatlcm ReWJPce uflllratlo" PropMad Plan 

ClJltlPal Rotect Imp&ant cultval 

PesxroB Fcpertle5. 

FEBcPWtlO" l.bnqe for dlspsrsed rev&lo" 

as the ~lmaryrareatlon 

actlvlty. FWmltyerrlag, 

"OfmutWlZ~ r-tlon 

actlvltles tlrcugtrxe the mea. 

Gt&llsh sItsspecIfIc vlslal 

quality objectIves 6 design 

guIdelIne for landscape 
development Fojezfsdvlng 

actlvlQ plannlrg. 

WIldlIfe Frotecf T&E 6 sensltlve spxles 

habltat. t43llltal" or ImpWve 

rlldllfe h&It& thcugh I"?- 
dlsclpllnary deslg, of rater or 

vegetation lm$rwements S malrc 

tenance of dlverslty of 

vegetation. 

Allow wlldllte habltat Imp-eve- 

merits that are carpatlble:‘rlth 

the pals of the solls B reter 

Fragrzm foPSpecIfIC areas. 

LlVesbCk Wna~e sult6ble vegetation tipas 

fJ=%-"t lmder low to "u&rate lntCin5l~ 

fop lIveslock f~oductlo" with 

ttm Intent to "se svallhble 

forqe h nalntaln plant vlg-or. 
Rsd~3 tha nmbw or season-of- 

"SB tar Ilvesl~ck there "std6d 

Llmlt CRV u+e I0 gtlstlrg Pea% 6 Llmlt CN use to erlstlrg rozis h 
lralls In the Dlsapp~lnhrent trails I" the Dlsapp>lnhre"t 
Valley emphaSISarea. Valley emphaslS irrea, 

Rwlde lntenslve grarlng Wwlde Inte"slve grazlrg I?wlde I"ta"slve grazlq 

fm?nagem"t Intha Dlsappolntment nanagcsrent In the DIsap@nlmsnt n6nqeme"tI"the Dlsap~lntnsnt 

Valley to IllnIt use of fopa.Je Valley l-2 IllnIt use of forqe Valley to llmlt use of lorage 

spscles 6 Ilmlt sp-lng gazlrfg species 6 Ilmlt S~l"g gWIZl"g ICI spscles 6 Ilmlt sfrlq pazIng to 

to Improve sallnlty 6 ercslon Improve sallnlly 6 ePc6lon lmprwe sallnllV d fffslon 

Fpobl-. P-d-. Fpobhs. 



Resourca/ 
Actlvlty General Guidance 

SpeclflC Msnagenent DIrectIon 
curent l43nagmmt Resourceculsevatlon Resowce utlllzatlal Pmposed Plan 

lDa&llea sDllE.6 Iate- rogall 

obJectIves. Wlntaln or Imprare 

rangecondItIon bf solls 6 water 

Imprcwments6thcugh 

dlverslfylng the ve@atlc& 

t.tmlgs kn-es-t pxitis 6 

modblds to meet tte goals 6 

objectlvesofthe ~~116 reter 

prcgrall for the SpeClflC weas. 

Alla, formlnffal dwelcpment on 

all weas nd specIfIcally wltb 

dram fran dwelcpment. Rwlde 

~otectlve stlpulatlons to llmlt 
ImpectstiotVerresovce 

val ws. 

Allow for disposal of pwxls of 

lard not ldentlflej for sills 6 

water nenagemnt. Acquire or 
w31aqe lard when sDlls 6 letw 

manegenantwlll beenhanced. 
MaJor utlllty cwfldors *III be 

allow& but would be subJected 

to reslrlctlve stlpulatlons to 

p-otect fragile sol15 6 ater 

qlal IV. AlIar other land 

a&Ions rhen thq will result In 

mlnlmal ~~Jverse Impacts, rhen 

thej will be beneflclal tu 5011s 

8 waterman~rment, or *hen 

there Is a clear 6 slglflunt 
pllbllc need. 

Wlntaln or I-we water 

quallty6 qcentlty. Encovaga 

dwelcpment of vlsral design 
standards 6 ngxlssaryercslon 

control structwes,vegetatlon 

ImFwemnts, or sallnlty 
r~uctlonmeasvesto Imprwe 

rater q-uallty. 

Rotct 4,700 acres In Bxlder 
Gulch v&w-shed l~eensve pater 

qmllty for SlIverton. 

Protect waterqlsallty In 

aquIfersused fordanestlc6 
mmklpal pwpxes In tb [ry 

Creek Basin 6 TaMtie Week 

*atWShdS. 

Rotact 4.700acres In Bwldef R&act 4,700acres In Rwlder 

Gulch r&w-shed tiensve tster Gulch ratershed Wensve*rter 

quality for Sllvef-fon. qu3llty for SlIverton. 

Protect watwqlallty In Rotectratwqlallty In aquifers 

aquifers used fwi' danestlc 6 used Iw dovestIc mrnlclpal 
mullclpal p(Pposes In tl-e w'y pvposes InthCry~eekBasln6 

Ci-eekBssln 6 TabeguacheCPeek TsbaguadmO-eek atefsheds. 

retmheds. 

Rotect 4,700acres In Rulder 

Gulch watershed lo enswe reter 

qlallly for Sllverlon. 

Rotect waterqrallty InaquIfers 

used fw dmmstlcd mv,lclpal 

pvpceas Inttt3 [ry@&BaslnI 

TwuacheQesk ratersheds. 



keaK(wntlrued) 

General Guldsmce 
SpacIflC Msnagmnant Dlractlon 

cvrent l43mqmmt Rasource0mservatlon Resource utlllzatlm 

cwelopngessary sol1 p-otec- 
tlon maasvas to rdw of 
&remtscekrated futwe 
w51on ffm frqlle Slims. 
bblntaln or Inlp4a SolI pducw 
tlvlty, mlnlmlze nwecausej 
eroslon 6 nalntaln veg3tatlon 
for watershed protactlon 6 plant 

WJr. 

Fh RWlde level of Fotectlm tan 
wlldflre thst will result In 
laast tQtal cost6 WIII 

generd ly enhance 9011s 6 w.tw 

valres. Uss pescrlbsd flre 
whm possible ic. enhanca so11 cr 
ertaf omd1t Ions. 

l4mge 76,000 -es In the 
fol lwlng rstershsds to rdw 
aro~lon and sadlmnt yield: 

Bridge Can)on 

--nyon 
Gwn Cenyon 
Dlsappolntmant Valley 
[ryChek6asln 
cypsm Valley 
Hnenwep Canpn 
Wd Sprlrg Wa 

N(vo Qfw 
Pandtx Valley 
WsFortPark 
YelhJacket Canyon 

[)svelcpwatersM msnqamant 
plans for all arcslon 6 sallnlly 
ere-35. 

Reclaim 20 pollution sovcas bclalm 5 pollution ~pvcas 
(hawy matals) In the upper (hewy mtals) In the Uppw 
Anhas Rlvar dralnfge. Pnlmas Rlvar dralnsge. 

Mange 30,000 acre5 In 
Dlsappolninmnt Valley 6 
YellcwJkket Qmyon C reduce 
sallnlty In the CBlaalo Rlwr. 

Appu.costof thIserosIon 
sallnlty msnqensnt rarld be 

Sb50,000. 

Wmge 50,000 are5 In 
Dlsappolntment Valley 6 Cry @a& 
G&In fo~sdueesroslon6 
sedhsnt. 

Pancge 50,000acrcm In 
DIsappoIntsent VaJlay6 
YellwJacket Canyon lo reduce 
sallnlty In the Bloralo Rhw. 

bprw.cosf of thlsercalon6 
sllnlfy manqenantwould bs 
S375.000. 

Pfoposed Plar 

~q)e65,oOOazrss Inthe 
fol lwlrg watersheds lo reiw 

erasIon sadlmnt yield: 

Gig G~SM Vdley 
Dlsappolntmsnt Valley 
C?yC&akBasln 
Wralw Valley 

[Bvelcp uatwsh~I msngamnt 
plans for all erasIon 6 sallnlty 

weas. 

figclaIm 5 pollution 9Dwcas 
thawy metals) In the tipper 
klmss River dralnqe. 

Manage 46,000~~es In 
Dlsappzdntmnt Valley lo reduce 
ssllnlty 6emsIon In tb 
BlcraioRIw. 

Appx.ccstofthls sroslon 6 

sal lnliy msnqemant Is S450.000. 

fCCceSS Rwlds admlnlstratlve Bccces to 
p&2lIc lard formancgenentof 
the sol16 wterresxrces. 
Rculde malnlenmm io r&s or 
trIllIS lo redw erasIon. 



Msnqennt @.ddars for We8 IS 6qh8~ls on kern of ~ltkfd ‘3h’lrormentd BRXPII (A=%) 

Wnagenentdlrgtlon ~111 m@aslze th are&of pbllc land rhere spsclsl mensgensnt attcntlon lsrequlrsd. rnls~q~t stould be ca~pleted wlttout ~~nexwarlly or ~~reasx~lyraetlctlrg 

PllbllC land users fronpwcsesm8t8recoapetlble with such ~otedlon. 

The Tropcscd ,W,8S8Zl Cultwe lAJ,ltlple Use wea ACDCcontalns ImpHant cultwal. mlneral,r~lon,ranga, and wlldllfe resoVces. Theaea~epresentsths focus.ofthencrthernAnasazl 

dcwelapnsnt, rlthmore than 100 sltes per sqlaremlle In many areas, rhlch rwasentsthe hlghestkxw archaaolqllc sltedemlty par ccreof any area In th nation. The lotd nuntefof sIteson 

PIhI I-2 18ndS here IS GSthded nerPly 20,000. &my of then- 10 &res or scre. Largeolland gssand carbon dloxlde (cq) rmeweswe alsocontaIned uithlnttearea. Shall 011 Coweny 

hasmadeanllnportMt I~estment Inthe032~vces. with a proJect life of moreth8n 3Oyeas. Tha plbllc lard ulthln tte ACZ prcwldes forge used by lIvestock ant wIldlIfe. The In- 

mIneral dwelopnent pesents a d~allenge to DLM to pvvlde hlgh qualIly habltat fortha Ilvastuckand wlldllte dependent upon p&llc lands. Rpulatlon gowth places Increased ressve fur 

recreation pvsultson the ptillc lands. These cpportv,ltles need to be prwlded, rhlle enph8slzlng the cultwal and mlnerd ~aluas. 

t&wgemnt Dlredlon for Dther Resovce Valres 

Resarce/ 

ActlVlty L%nW81 Duldance current l.tmagamnt 

Specltlc Msnaganent DIrectInn 

Revwce cBnserVatlon Resource Dtlll~8tlUI prwosed Plan 

Cultwal Manzgetheprahlstorlc or 

hlslorlc vales share 

WFaprlate. 

Prwlde lntemlve cwtactlon of 

cultw8l re~~trces fran vandals 

&pothw~tersthoughlncreasad 

surwlllance 6 law eniorccmsnt. 
Interelfy plbllc ejmtlon for 

IntarTretatlon I re2ogUtlon of 

m9 semltlvIty of tha 
Peexrce. Prwlde for Inten- 

slva IwentXy Of the Cultw8l 

rasxPcBs to sore effectively 
pro/Ida protactlon. A cultural 

"CdtOf"l8ybeP8@fCd On 811 
swfacc4ltiblrg actlvltles 

to ~otect suburface 

remwces. 

PacreatIon uanagarecre8tlonal opcor-tu-ll- 

ties acccrdlrag to ACDZ guld+ 
Ibles kzr each area. 

Establish sltgspecltlc visual 

qusllty obJectIves and design 

guldellnes for landscape 
defelopmant ~roJectsdwlrg 

actlvliy planning. 

Vanqetfe Pnasazl Hsrltege 

miter. 

@,h8Sl2e CUltWd "E3"~t 

on we follorlrg are: 

Calone Canyon 

Cannonball Ruin 

CbwMsss 

Crass Canyon 

East Rxk canyon 
Escalsnte-Donlnguaz Ruins 

Hanllton-Ress 

Llghtnlrg Ree Towr 

bwy Ruin 
MeanDaslnTouws 

Mxklngblrd Mesa 

Palnt& Mnd MroJlyphs 
PaInted i+a$rd IUn 

Sand Capon 

sq~rr/pepose Qnyon 

CloseCPcas,Ca~e,and 
squaw/Papooss canyons to aws. 

Prwlds a semIprImItIVe 

fax-eatlon aqerlence. 

bbnqe CPoss, C&me, and 

SpuadPapose canpm under WW 

Class II guldellnej. 

lbrqetb McElso Rasemch 

ttatwal kaa fcr Its spsclal 
PSBBdr Value. 



kaa L (cultlnwd) 

Wlldllfe 

Y 
Mlnsrd s 

; 

Me.1 Guldmce 

l&In* lrnprtmt or CrItIcal 

h&tat for T&E, sensltlve, of 

species of special Imprfmce to 

malntaln a viable population 

level of eadl Species. 

IJmage lIvesluck under low ID 
rmderale Intanslty to use wall- 

able forage & nalntaln plant 

v&or while not degrldlq my 

fresmt Aox values. 

Mmag3 lands sultable kr tinter 

6 UJal lanj prodld Ion lo enhance 
ACEC vallliis 6 to mlntaln healthy 

stati cadltlons. 

Wnqemlnwal dwelcpnent lo 

llmlt conflict wltC resent ACEC 

valres. hllen possible, schejule 

ectlvltles 50 conflicts ere 

mlnlmlzed L site re+&llltation 

Is rd6essed wlthln ACEC guide 
I lnw. SDnemlneral dwelcpment 

may need to be lImIted w 
c#cludad forprcpar ACE 

mqensnt. 

Lands Dlspsal of Islattd lraztsnot 

needed for futw'eptillc land 
manfgeent6thatdoesnot 

contain lmpxtmt resow0 vaIu3s 

lmy b gcompllsw after 

Slte+pxlflc fByI9ws w1 a casw 

by-casa baSlS. 

Current Msnagemnt 
Speclflc Mnqmnmt Dlrectlm 

R-ceGnswvatlon Reowce Lttlllzatlon PqosedPlm 

Invest wlldllfe fwJs for struc- 
twal lmworenents anj vegetatbn 

resIcratlon voJects to Imp-we 

the follwlq hlgh rlorlly 

rlparlm habltat: IXzss, Or, 

Calme, lben*eep, anl Bldge 

can)ons. 

Develop MPS on those ‘I’ catqxy 

al lohmts *IthIn ACES. Bwlder 
cultval, mlneral, wlldllfe, and 

recreatbnvaluesdvlq 

dwelo(ment. 

Bntlnue p-eseti ~otectlonh n+ 

surf&x occupancy stlpulatlom for 

011 i3 gasleaslrg on6aWle Rxk; 

Easter Ruin; Sand 6 East Rxk 

canyons;Cannor*rall,Lowy, 

LlghtnlngTreeTowr.Sewn Tomws 
6 Ocmlrguez-Escalante ruins; 

l-k3mnwep buffer; t&Lean &In 

Tonars;b,Palntsd FanJ 

~~qlyphs. 

Rcwlda fw nesurfse 

ouxcfincy stlpulatlom for oil 6 
gas leasIngon: calnna. CYCSS, a 

SwwPapm~canyom6Palntcd 

HWKI Ruin. 



General Guldmce Cvrent #n.sgensnt 
Speclfk r4snagenmt DIrectIon 

R-ce onservatlcn R-ca utlllzatlal Reposed Plan 

lands Major utllltymrrldws will be 

~cantlmJed) aznsldersd on a case-by-case 
bssls. Acqulsltlon, whangs and 
other lards aerlOl-6 WIII be 
sllovmi only If they are deslgred 
to meet the ACB: menqemnt 
obJectl-fa,or -there IS a 
cI0.w 6 slgnlflcant PtillC need. 

SolIS 
ard 
Lter 

Fire 

Mslntaln solI prcduztlvlty, 
mlnlmlze mwuarsed eraslcn, h 
malntaln vqetatlon cadltlon 6 
plant vlgw for mte#xhed 
protectIon. Mslntaln water 
qdlty a qmntlty for resowce 
nesds. 

Use flremanqenent ttinlqres 
thatnalntalnthe ACEC values. 
Wlldflre suffresslon *ould 
g3nerallynotoccv vllessneeded 
to protect Acz values. 

R-wide rdmlnlstratlveb prbllc 
access where neded for FEB: 

mqmt. t4alntenance alll be 
prwlded ononlytlwe r&s 
neededbrnanagerentpurposes. 

Llmlt ptillc (~~(6s In Cbcklqblrd 
ksa ard ssrd and East Fat canyons 
to foot or l-orseonlyard resfrkt 
vehkle ac(asslo artbrlzsd 
vehklesonly. muIre admInI+ 
trat1ve E086S Iti !%%I 6 
YellaJaclust cenyxs 6 Qnmnbell 

Hess. 



APPENDIX SIX 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

(%e &aft tU4P) 



APPEND IX SEVEN 

MONITORING AI’0 EVALUATING 

(See Draft RMP) 



APPENDIX EIGHT 

ECONOMICS AND SOCIOECONCM ICS 

(See &aft FMPI 



APPEND I X N I NE-A 

FLLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION 

(See Draft l?JdP) 



APPENDIX NINE-B 

TYPICAL RANGE OEVELOPMENTS 

(see Draft ru4P) 



APPENDIX NINE-C 

POSSIBLE GRAZING SYSTEMS 

(See Draft RMP) 



APPENDIX NINE-D 

” I ” CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS--PROBLEMS AND MANAGEMENT ACT I ON S 

C53e Craft HP) 



APPENDIX NINE-E 

AUMs BY ALTERNATIVE BY ALLOTMENT 

I ntrcduct Ion 

Table 9-E (see the Draft FWP) displays AUMs by alternative by allotment; the 

fol lowing assumptions were made In developing these f lgures: 

1. Under the Resource Conservat Ion, Resource Ut I I I zat Ion, and Preferred a lterna- 

tlves, the figures should reflect the suggested carrying capacity plus additional AUMs 

that would be gained through lnstltutlng effective grazing management practices and 
vegetation manlpulatlons. 

2. The figures shown under the Current Management Alternative (No Action 

Alternative) correspond to current active preference and a 3-year average of actual use. 

3. Adequate funding and manpower would be available to Implement each alternatlve. 

4. Implementing all facilities and vegetation manlpulatlons would be accomplished In 

the term of the plan. 

5. The far right column of Table 9-E under the Preferred Alternative (present 

est lmated capacl ty In AUMs) reflects the vegatat Ion Inventory (see Appendix Nine-G) 

conducted within the planning area. It will be used as baseline data In conjunction with 

present and future monl torlng to determine use adjustments. 

Under the Preferred Alternative column, note the following changes In AUMs in the 

Final: 

Al I otment AUMs 

number (Draft) 

AUMs 

(Final) 

7004 162 84 

7016 5,998 6,498 

7046 966 1,066 
7210 40 36 

Total AUMs (all allotments) 42,771 43,289 

9-E-l 



APPENDIX NINE-F 

POTENTIAL RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

csee &aft RMP) 



APPENDIX NINE-G 

METRODS USED IN RANGE ANALrS IS 

Methods for Vegetation Inventory 

Vegatatlon inventory on public land In the San Juan-San Miguel planning area was 

conducted beginning In 1981 and field work was completed In 1982. The data collected have 

been used in this RMP to classify sites and to determine the vegetation condltlon of plant 

canmunities and the conposltlon, productlvlty, and suitability of the land for livestock 

grazing. 

Class I f icat Ion 

Sites dominated by grassland, shrub, or mixture of grass/shrub vegetation were 

classlfled as range sites according to the SCS. This system Interprets the slte based 

upon geographic reglon; sol1 characterlstlcs, including texture and depth; msan annual 
preclpltatlon; and climax vegetation, to the extent that It can be Interpreted for the 

site. Most plnyon-juniper dominated sites were classlfled as such and Interpreted 
accord1 ng to wood land sl tes developed by the SCS. 

Vegetatlon Conditlon 

Inventory crews first identified and delineated the boundarles for the sltes to be 

Inspected. Estlnmtes of plant species composition, based on might, lpere then made for 

the plant conmun itles found on each site. The present species canpositlon was cunpared to 

the potential climax canposition for the site. A condltlon rating was computed for the 

vegetation on each site; it represents the extent to uhlch the site dlffers fran potential 

cl Imax. While this condition rating Is often referred to as range condition, this RMP 

refers to the rating as vegetation condition. 

Four condition classes are set forth by the SCS. A plant canmunlty In excel lent 

condltlon exhlblts ilttie changa In species composition when compared to the potential 

climax plant conmunlty for the site. Between 100 percent and 75 percent of the klnds and 

amounts of vegetation produced would be found in climax. Good condltlon ccmmunitles 

produce between 74 percent and 50 percent of the klnds and amounts of vegetation found In 

c I imax. Fair condltlon ccmmunltles produce bet-en 49 percent and 25 percent of the klnds 

and amounts of vegetation found In climax. Poor condition conmunlties produce between 25 

percent and 0 percent of the klnds and amounts of vegetation found in cl lmax. A fifth 

condition class of unciasslfled was used in the inventory to designate vegetation 

commurlltles that could not be legitimately compared to a climax canmunity. The 

unciasslfled ratfng was applied to areas that had been plowed and seeded, areas where 

nat Ive vegetation has been manipulated by mechan lcal or chemical nsans, areas of 

plnyon-jun iper woodland for wh Ich range sltes were not developed, or areas of undergrowth 

conmunitles having dense forest canopies. 

Sultablllty 

The sultablilty for livestock grazing was assessed. One of three ratlngs uas 
assigned by al lotment: suitable, no env lronnantal factors restr Ict Irg I lvestock access 

and use of the site; potentlal ly sultable, envlronmental factors presently I lmit I ivestock 

9-G-l 



access or use, but changes could be made that would make the site suitable; and unsuit- 

able, environmental factors presently limit livestock access or use that cannot be 

changed . The major criteria used to rate range land suitabliity are: distance from water, 
slope or other physical barrlefs, and forage production. 

Carrying Capacity Estimates 

The weight estimate write-ups were used to determine the percent composition by plant 

species and the total herbage production by range site. Plant species ware divlded Into 

forage groups by grasses, forbs, and shrubs. Proper use factors were develcped for each 

plant species by class of grazing animal for cattle, sheep, and big game. The total 

allowable use by class of grazing animal was determined by range site and totaled for an 

allotment. The suitabllity criteria ilsted above was applied on all areas evaluated. The 

following forage requlrenents were used to detenaine the total al louable use by al lotment 

by grazing animal. An AUM was considered to be 850 lb of air dry forage. 

The following forage requlrenmnts (air dry forage) were used for other grazing 

animals: 

1. Deer - 90 I b for winter (5 months, November-March) 

115 lb for renmlnder of year 

2. Elk - 500 I b for winter (5 months, November-March) 

375 lb for remainder of year 

3. Wild horse - 850 lb yearlong 

942 



APPENDIX 9-H 

ALLOTMENT CONOlTtON ANO AUTHORIZED USE 

Table 9-H. Summary of Allotment Condition and Authorized Use. 

Ecologlcal vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 

Allot. Mgmt. public Ot- class Cvrent Critlcal 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

Following allotments suitable for Cattle, Horses, or Sheep: 

7000 Upper Dlsappolntment M 1,996 

7001 Mailbox Park I 6,611 

7002 Gypsum Gap I 2,895 

7003 Lee lands C 2,062 

7004 Dolores Canyon M 2,891 125 518 179 

7005 Salt Arroyo I 10,956 726 10,230 

7006 Gyp Ridge I 3,155 712 2,166 

7007 Unccanpahgre Bench M 13,702 506 3,043 7,872 

7008 Twenty-five Mesa I 5,373 368 4,519 

7009 East Summit Mesa C 119 42 77 

7010 Wickson Draw I 4,441 

7011 Ayers lndlvidual M 4,593 

7012 Lion Canyon C 313 

7013 San Miguel River C 937 

7014 Mesa Creek 1 60,257 2,063 14,131 33.082 lO,l& C 
7015 Bush Canyon M 4,997 67 1.957 2,63& C 

7016 Dry Creek Basln I 114,902 1,525 3,902 35,207 59,043 

7017 McKenna Peak M 1,025 642 383 

7018 Maverick Draw I 1,993 45 1,656 

408 

1,061 

41 535 3,865 

158 67 

6,203 

1,834 

445 

1,996 

1,617 

1,996Y 

15g 

149Y 

3l!Y 

4,368 

313 

937 

8,99al( 

173Y 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

S.&H 
C 

C 

6/l - 11/15 

l/l - 2/15 

12/l - w15 

6/l - 7/15 

9/15 - lo/29 

11/25 - l/3 

11/15 - 2/28 

12/l - 2/28 

S/15 - S/27 

11/13 - 12/23 

lo/16 - 12/7 

4/l - s/30 

lo/16 - 12/30 

ll/lO - 4/30 

4/19 - S/18 

4/l - 10/31 

S/16 - 6/15 
lo/16 - 11/15 

6/15 - ll/lO 

3/l - S/6 

lo/26 - 12/31 

3/l - 2/28 

5/l - 10/31 

11/2 - 12/l 

4/15 - s/15 

4/\5 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

Treated acres: 
1/ 73 2/ 119 1~ 2,132 4/ 455 1/ 853 iv 343 I/ 6,235 s/ 119 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 
Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season ot use period 

7019 Summit Point C 1,691 94 1,307 29cd.l C 

7020 Rot Creek C 1,268 

7021 Rawlings lndlvldual C 353 

7022 Burn Canyon I 1,788 

7023 Sharp Canyon I 162 

7024 Lillylands-West M 2,387 

7025 Island Mesa I 25,180 

7026 La Sal Creek C 179 

7027 Coke Ovens I 7,660 

7028 Warden Draw I 4,225 

7029 Lone Mesa M 1,421 1,288 133 C 

7031 Tabeguache Creek I 17,912 69 7,228 7,976 2,639 C 

7032 Sawtooth 

7033 Buckeye 

7034 Slick Rock 

7335 Naturita Ridge 

7036 Disappointment 

7037 Davis Mesa 

7038 Spud Patch 

7039 Ute Ranch 

7040 Pinion C 541 

7041 Young-DOW I 12,237 

7042 Doble Canyon Individual I 2,647 

23,236 758 6,771 11,981 3,726 C 

835 34 353 321 127 C 

26,831 825 2,797 19,461 2,67&l C,H 
10,555 185 6,210 1,363 1,18&' S 
61,515 5,639 21,502 19,238 10 962' # C 

2,956 223 1,928 32&i c 

9,150 591 846 1,641 3,67&' C 

33.275 9 1,088 5,763 12,733 9,835!% C 

680 93 

271 1,045 

1,902 50 

170 8,673 12,533 

22 64 4,245 1,431 

20 2,072 

4,087 7,140 

147 2,353 

495 C 

353 C 

247g S 

162 C 

23& C 

3,534 C 
179 C 

75ti C 

2,133 C 

541 

34D 

147 

C 

C 

7/l - lO/Jl 

lo/16 - 12/l 

11/l - 3/3i 

5/l - 10/31 

12/20 - 2/19 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 9/30 
l/17 - 3/31 

11/l - 5/31 5/l - 5/30 

5/l - 9/30 

2/l - 3/31 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 5/31 5/l - 5/30 

lo/16 - 12/l 

5/19 - 6/30 

11/5 - 11/9 

5/15 - 6/14 4/15 - 5/15 

l/l - 3/31 

l/l - 4/30 4/15 - 5/15 

6/l - 9/30 

lo/16 - 5/15 4/15 - 5/15 

12/5 - 3/20 4/15 - 5/15 

11/l - 5/31 4/15 - 5/15 

12/l - 4/30 4/15 - 5/15 

5/16 - 11/15 

3/3 - 5/31 4/15 - 5/15 
11/4 - 2/24 

5/l - 6/30 

lo/16 - 12/15 4/15 - 5/15 

Treated acres: 

l/ 
lo/ 2,564 290 2' 2/ 225 666 1/ 201 4/ 1,143 A!! 1,070 a/ 1,613 I/ 4,174 s/ 476 9/ 2,402 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecolcglcal vegetation condltlon 
Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Resent 

Al lot. Mgmt. public or class Current Crltical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

7043 South Mountain C 881 

7044 Lion Creek Basin M 5,247 

7045 Horse Park I 6,647 

7046 Indian Valley I 18,346 

7047 Home Bench C 1,496 

7048 Wray Mesa I 48,797 

7049 Desert Claim C 1,680 

7050 Plateau 

7051 Belmear Mountain 

7052 Ryman Creek 

7075 Lavender Exchange 
of Use 

JO76 Houser 

7077 First Park 

7078 Feedlof 

7079 River 

7080 Rowher Canyon 

7081 Swain Bench 

7085 Pocket Individual 

7086 Horse Bench 

7087 Colcmbo 

7088 Sundown 

7100 Carpenter Ridge Common 

7101 East Paradox Common 

7102 Sunrise Gulch Common 

7103 Third Park Canon 

7104 Spencer Lake 

7105 Second Park 

C 353 

C 411 

C 621 

1,169 

3,163 

148 

510 

1,300 

680 

5,422 

1,375 

610 

215 

1,743 

7,135 

16,255 

1,597 

4,270 

920 
750 

392 

250 

182 

224 

303 

1,845 1,059 

18 

481 

857 

302 3,857 
6,647 

1,462 14,130 

261 1,235 

7,084 12,317 

411 

621 

6 256 

2,110 508 

28 120 

510 

504 643 

652 2 

3,722 742 

1,156 2 19 

405 205 

198 
1,233 458 

3,849 1,253 

5,550 5,452 

327 1,192 

1,796 1,287 

719 201 

358 304 

2,369 

3,173? 

1,680 

353 

907 

363 

153 

26 

734 

17 

52 

28 JAI 

1,7075/ 

60 

Q!? 

88 

C 

C 
C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

6/19 - 10/9 

5/15 - 6/24 

5/l - 10/31 4/15 - 5/15 

l/29 - 5/31 4/15 - 5/15 
4/15 - 6/14 

11/l - 5/31 4/15 - 5/15 

5/15 - 10131 
11/15 - 12/20 

6/l - 11/30 

J/l - 10/30 
12/l - 6/15 

3/l - 5/15 

11/l - 4/30 

12/16 - 5/31 

3/l - 5/31 

12/l - 2/28 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 5/31 
5/2 - 5/11 

5/11 - 5/31 

12/27 - l/26 

5/l - 6/5 

l/l - 2/28 3/l - 4/15 
11/27 - 12/26 

11/l - 12/15 

6/16 - 10/31 

12/l - 4/30 

Treated acres: 

/ 836 2/ 2,362 1/ 1,063 4/ 1,443 2! 646 6/ 706 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 
Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Crltical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

7106 Tuttle Draw 

7107 Coal Canyon 

7200 R.lver 
7201 Lillylands 

7202 Upper Maverick Draw 

7203 Naturlta Canyon 

7204 Beaver Rlm 

7205 Leopard Creek 

7206 McKee Draw 

7207 Blg Bear Creek 

f 7208 Upper Mail Box 

7209 Hamilton Mesa 

7210 Little Maverick Draw 

7211 Beaver Canyon 
7212 Unallotted 

7213 Unallotted 

7214 Rincone 
7215 Cone 

7216 San Miguel Rim 

7217 Sawplt Individual 

7218 Norwood Hill 

7219 Bollnger Ditch 

7220 Williams Ditch 

7221 Duroy 

C 
M 

C 
I 

C 

C 

C 

C 
I 

C 

M 

C 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 
M 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

1,231 

5,391 

2,225 

7,136 

488 

630 

67 

391 

1,562 

542 

1,429 49 776 104Y 

410 

1,078 

314 

120 

500 

2,280 

3,243 

679 

1,194 

144 

349 

57 
3,244 

20 758 

401 4,775 

2,045 180 

1,402 5,075 

31 457 

123 

53 

391 
62 1,043 

287 

424 

339 

47 

453 

24Y 

11721 

507 

14 

457 

255 

410 

654 

314 

120 

500 

2,280 

3,243 

340 

1,194 

144 

349 

10 

3,244 

C 

C,H 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
S 

S 

C 

C 

H 

C 

5/l - 5/31 

lo/l6 - 12/15 

6/15 - 10/15 

l/l - 7/14 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 6/l 
I\/10 - 12/25 

12/17 - 4/15 

4/l - 4/30 

5/l - 10/31 

5/15 - 6/14 4/15 - 5/15 

11/15 - 12/14 

5/l - 6/30 
9/16 - 11/15 

5/1 - 6/14 

12/l - 12/30 

6/l - 6/30 

l/l - l/31 

6/16 - 8/30 

5/16 - 7/15 

5/16 - 7/15 

5/20 - lo/10 

5/15 - 6/14 

11/22 - l/24 
7/16 - 8/15 

5/l - 8/31 

6/l - 9/30 

3/l - 2/28 

6/l - 10/31 

Treated acres: 

r/ 191 2/ 542 z 500 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Al lot. 

no. 

Ecologlcal vegetation condition 

Tota I on public lands (acres) Uric lass. Present 

Mgti. public or class Current Crltlcal 

Allotment name status acres Excel lent Good Fair Poor unmapped tlvestock season of use per I od 

1222 Coventry 

7223 Little Baldy 

7224 High Mesa 

1225 Oak Hill 

1226 Summer Camp Creek 
7221 Redvale 

7251 Sawdust Gu I ch 

1252 Buck Canyon 

1253 Alder Creek 

7300 Dry Park 

7301 Horsefly Common 

7302 Unconpahgre Common 

7303 Barkelew Draw Common 

7305 Beaver Mesa 

7306 Unal lotted 

8000 Unal lotted 

8002 Squaw Canyon 

8003 Blg Canyon 

8004 Dolores River 

803 5 Sheep Point AMP 

8006 Todd lndlvldual 

8007 Cross Canyon 

8008 Ruin Canyon 

I 

M 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

I 

M 

M 

I 

M 

C 

C 

I 

I 

I 

M 

C 

I 

M 

841 

1,900 

992 

42 

120 
402 

280 

10 
120 

4,112 

449 39 410 

387 53 334 

5,971 144 5,635 116Y 

1,143 

560 

80 

4,765 

1,916 

18,334 

4,541 

488 

29,528 

788 

126 79 

40 80 

522 142 

399 

77 194 

1,709 

615 8,205 4,505 

642 56 

28 88 

271 1,845 

50 

77ti 

1,900 

52a 

42 

402 

280 
10 

120 

116Y 

744 

560 

80 

4,494 

207 

4,108Y 

1,6446’ 

334z’ 

25,38&’ 

72 lz’ 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C,H 
C 

C 

5/l - 6/12 4/15 - 5/15 

5/16 - l/15 

lo/16 - 11/30 

l/15 - 2/25 
6/l - 11/l 

6/15 - lo/14 

5/l - 5/15 

4/l - 12/31 

6/l - 10/31 

5/15 - 9/30 

5/10 - 5/31 4/15 - 5/15 

lo/25 - 1 l/24 

5/27 - 6/26 

6/l - 10/15 

5/15 - 6/14 4/15 - 5/15 

lo/16 - 1 l/15 

5/20 - lO/lO 

6/l - 11/l 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l 1 - 9/30 4/15 - 5/15 

11/16 - 3/15 4/15 - 5/15 
6/l 1 - 10/31 

5/l - 1 l/30 

4/29 - 5/31 4/15 - 5/15 

12/l - 2/28 

4/20 - 5/30 

10/l - 10/31 

Treated acres: 
1 71 2/ 262 1/ 3,332 4/ 76 2 301 6/ 2,198 I/ 38 s/ 2,024 9/ 17 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecoicgicai vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unciass. Present 
Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

5,oozY 8009 Hovenweep Canyon I 6,122 470 527 

8010 

8011 

8012 

8013 

8014 

8015 

8016 

8017 

8018 

8019 
\o 
A 
Al 

8020 

8021 

8022 

8023 

Dry Canyon C 665 
Lower McEimo I 8,662 748 1,010 

Cahone Mesa AMP M 22,925 147 2,519 

Individual I 22,699 
Alkali M 794 
Do I ores C 297 

McCabe C 40 

Weber Canyon C 40 

Yellowjacket I 5,721 2,092 

Cannonball I 2,829 

2,919 

2,346 

223 

73 

18 

3,633 

1,504 

915 

52 

82 

2,726 

1,090 

771 

1,739 

647 

35% 

9,4252 

18 54& t 
65fl 

215 

40 

l& 

102z 

Burro Point AMP I 9,519 93 199 

Rock Creek M 2,443 

Sand Canyon C .377 
Sand Canyon C 2,264 

3,300 1,620 

11 

167 

11,07!@ 

2,432 

377 

2,157 

8024 Trail Canyon M 5,173 75 312 4;74l.z' 

8025 Aztec Canyon M 1,830 168 1060!!? t 

8026 Mathias C 218 
8027 Gawith C 1,017 
8028 Mud Creek C 1,979 
8029 Hurst C 370 
8030 Bement C 480 
8031 Noiand C 260 

8032 N. Menefee Mountain C 505 

168 

370 

17 

44 

73 

218 

849 

1,609 

29oY 

436 

187 
48n12/ 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

c,s 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

4/16 - 5/30 4/15 - 5/15 
9/l - l/5 

6/l - 10/31 

12/l - 4/30 4/15 - 5/15 
11/16 - 5/20 

12/16 - 5/30 4/15 - 5/15 
12/l - 4/14 

5/15 - 6/14 

12/l - 12/30 

5/l - 12/31 

12/l - 5/20 4/15 - 5/15 

4/l - 5/10 4/15 - 5/15 

12/l - l/7 

12/l - 5/20 4/15 - 5/15 

3/25 - 4/9 

12/l - 5/30 

4/16 - 5/31 

11/16 - 12/15 

4/16 - 5/25 

11/21 - l/l5 

5/l - 5/31 

11/16 - 12/15 

10/l - 11/30 

11/l - 12/31 

4/20 - 5/25 

3/l - 11/30 

10/l - 10/31 

6/l - 7/31 

6/l - 9/l 

Treated acres: 

" 3 45 123 - lo' 2/ 602 352 - 'l' 1( 6,984 63 12/ 4/ 25 3,021 2( 18 6/ - 24 7' - 26 8/ - 3,232 

- 



Table 9-l-i. (Continued) 

I 
Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Resent 

Allot. Mgmf. public or class Current Critical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Falr Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

8033 Veach 

8034 Willow Creek 

8035 Hamilton Mesa 

8036 Schuster 

8037 Ute Mountain 

8038 Monument 

8039 Lower Aztec Canyon 

8040 Unallotted 

8041 Burro lndlvidual 

8042 Mancos Rlver 
8043 West Weber Mountaln 

8044 Weber Mountain 

8045 Doerfer 

8046 East Canyon 

8047 Flint Rock Point 

8048 Redd Lease 

8049 Ayers 

8050 Unallotted 

8051 Unallotted 

8052 Individual 

8053 Mesa Verde 

8054 Lanier 

8055 Goodman Gulch 

I 

C 

I 

C 

C 

C 

M 
M 

M 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

M 

C 

C 

C 

M 

M 

C 

C 

6.135 

880 

7,577 

294 

334 

620 620 C 

500 

972 
327 

899 
3,227 

708 

975 

2,350 

340 
3,294 

200 62 8 130 

100 

1,080 

2,567 

5,585 

486 

319 

597 

302 4,870 

294 

168 

295 

72 

97 57 37 

6 

4,354 1,184 

46 434Y 

1,690 715 

166 

10 

352 

93 

8 

74 

590 

325 
812' - 

700 

3 13& # 
708 

901 

52 

167 

2,22&i C,H 
340 C 

3,127 S 

343 
882 

486 

38 

100 

1,080 

1 482' 

4:52&l 

281 

C 

C 

C 

S 

CJ 
C 
C 

12/l - 5/20 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 6/3 

12/15 - 5/15 4/15 - 5/15 

4/16 - 5/31 
11/l - 12/10 

4/16 - 5131 

12/l - 12/31 

4/l - 5/l 

10/l - 11/l 

2/l - 4/30 

12/l - 5/15 

12/l - 4/20 

9/l - 9/30 

l/l - 4/30 

5/l - 5/31 

10/l - 11/30 

3/l - 2/28 

8/l - 9/24 

5/20 - 6/10 
10/l - IO/10 

5/l - 5/31 
10/l - 11/31 

12/l - 3/12 

12/l - 5/31 

6/l - 10/31 

3/l - 4/15 

IO/l - 11/15 

Treated acres: 
1/ 400 1( 81 3/ 88 4/ 74 2( 735 ! i ! !  180 



Al lot. 

no. 

Table 9-H. (Cent I nued ) 

Ecologlcal vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Uric lass. Resent 

Mgmt. public or class Current Cr I tlcal 
Allotment name status acres Excel lent Good Fair Poor unmapped llvestock season of use per lod 

8056 Individual 
8057 Yel lowjacket Canyon 

8058 Plateau Creek 

8059 Oavls 
8060 Everett 
8061 Robb Individual 

8063 Sandrock 

8064 Upper Trail Canyon 

8065 Papoose Canyon 

8066 

8067 

f 
8068 

20 
8069 

8400 

8401 

8402 

8403 

8404 

8405 

8406 

8407 

8408 

8409 

8411 

8412 

8413 

Flodlne Park 

Unal lotted 

Snyder 
Morgan Pasture 

Canby 
Mahan 

Eldridga 

Boggs 
Gr eer 

Man toya 
Scott lndlvidual 

Hunt I ngton 
Patcheck 

Llghtner 

Jenkl ns 

Palmer 

Cherry Creek 

C 

I 

C 

C 

C 

C 

M 

C 

M 

I 

C 

M 

C 

C 

M 

C 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

M 

C 

C 

M 

40 

2,563 

890 

40 

40 

30 

513 
160 

1,085 

4,723 
487 

1,199 

1,410 

86 
639 

440 

2,187 

579 

227 

40 

714 

343 

633 

80 

745 

618 

125 

143 

717 

24 

223 

49 

23 

330 

30 

197 637 
188 702 

30 

15 

8 

46 29 

1,415 3,123 

253 229 

201 

497 

20 

36 100 

44 

28 264 

104 

10 

1,604 

10 

25 

17.!.! 

513 

8% 

42 
4472 

1,20&! 

ti 

ill!?! 

440 

1,25d’ 

579 

158 

17 

248 

299 

341 

80 

745 

514 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

s 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

S 

C 

C 

C 

C 

c,s 
C 

5/21 - 6/5 

11/20 - 4/5 4/15 - 5/15 
6/l - 1 l/20 

9/l - 11/30 

6/l - 9/31 

10/l - 10/31 
6/l - 10/15 

1 l/l - 2/28 

2/l - 3/31 

9/16 - 1 l/15 

2/l - 5/30 4/15 - 5/15 

l/16 - 3/31 
4/l - 6/l 

6/l - 10/30 

5/20 - 6/10 

10/20 - 11/4 

5/l - 10/31 

6/16 - 9/15 

6/l - 11/30 

6/l - 10/31 

5/l - 6/30 

5/l - 9/30 

6/l - 10/15 

6/l - 10/22 

6/l - 10/31 

5/l - 10/31 

6/l - 8/31 

Treated acres: 

.Y 5 2/ 237 1/ 40 - 4/ 8 2( 62 !2 305 1( 440 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecoioglcal vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) uric lass. Present 

Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Crltlcal 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Falr Poor unmapped llvestock season of use period 

8414 Unallotted 
8415 Eiderado 

8416 Fiorlda River 
8411 Unal lotted 

8418 Tonks 
8419 Unaliotted 
8420 Unaiiotted 
8422 Lemon Dam 

8423 Lemn Dam 

8424 Wliia Creek 

8425 Spring Gulch 
8427 Unailotted 

8428 Unallotted 
8429 Wallace Gulch 

8430 Formar Keyes 

8431 Gem Village 

8432 Manklns 

8433 Brown 

8435 Unallotted 

8431 Unai lotted 

8438 Dutton Park 

8439 Unai lotted 

8440 Unallotted 

8441 Wliicw Draw 

8442 Willow Draw 

8443 lndlvldual 

8444 Coyote Park 

8445 Coyote Park 
8446 Ganez 

8441 Archuleta Mesa 

8448 Archuleta Mesa 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

M 

M 

M 

M 

C 

C 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
M 

C 

M 

360 
270 

857 

170 

250 

210 

92 

699 

407 

973 

2,534 

414 

280 

1,847 

160 

400 

200 

1,594 

566 

26 

40 

240 

160 

434 

80 

160 

80 

80 
400 

160 

1,309 

14 

32 

16 

55 

38 596 

16 

24 

256 

110 

399 

113 

342 

344 
215 

223 
154 

250 

180 
92 

699 

407 

849 

2,534 

414 

280 
1,448 

160 

255 

200 

1,594 
566 

26 

40 

240 

160 

92 

80 

160 

80 

80 

144 
160 

1,309 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

c 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

.C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

c 
C 

C 

60 - 10/15 

5/ll - 9/25 

6/l - IO/31 

8/l - 9/30 
7/l - 10/15 

6/l - 10/30 

5/l - 9/30 

6/l - lO/Jl 
8/16 - 9/30 

4/l - IO/31 

6/lO - 10/9 

5/l - 9/30 

7/l - 9/31 
6/16 - 6/30 

8/16 - 8/30 

6/l - 6/30 

6/l - 6/30 

S/l - Ii/30 

6/15 - 10/l 

9/ll - 10/3l 
6/l - IO/15 



Table 9-H. (Cant inued) 

Ecological vegetatlon condition 
Tota I on pub1 ic lands (acres) Uric lass. Present 

Al lot. Mgmt. public or class Cur rent Critical 
no. Allotment name status acres Excel lent Good Fair Poor unmapped Ilvestock season of use period 

s 

0 

8449 Manuel Cruz Estate C 91 

8450 Sect Ion 15 M 746 

8451 B lgbee Brothers M 831 

8452 Chrano Mountain M 430 
8453 Martinez C 46 
8454 Branwet I C 215 

8455 lndlvidual C 160 
8456 Vigl I-Abeyta M 1,317 
8457 Upper Vigil M 232 
8458 Crow ley C 200 

8459 Navajo River 2 404 

8460 Canby C 40 

8461 Section 15 C 133 

8462 Section 15 M 931 

8463 Vigil Mesa M 1,052 

8464 Macht C 40 

Fol lowing al iotmants suitable for Horses or Sheep on I y: 
#8900 Cement Creek M 4,181 

“8901 Gladstone H 2,325 
*8902 Eureka M 6,221 2,780 
%903 Animas River M 3,072 783 
“8904 Unal lotted M 1,377 

%905 Cunningham Gulch M 1,738 
“8906 Molas Lake M 1,876 

*8907 Deer Park M 3,344 
‘8908 American Basin M 2,650 421 

91 C 

163 583 C 

831 C 

430 C 

46 S 

215 c 

160 C 

1,317 C 

232 C 

200 C 

404 C 

36 4 C 
111 22 C 

931 C 

1,052 C 
40 H 

4,181 

2,325 

1,338 2,053 

784 131 1,374 

1,377 

1,738 

1,876 

3,344 

571 1,658 

6/l - 10/15 
6/l - 10/31 

5/16 - 9/30 

5/16 - 9/30 

5/l - 9/30 
5/l - 11/30 

5/l - 10/31’ 
5/16 - 9/l 

6/20 - 6/29 

5/l - 6/15 

10/l - 11/30 
5/Z 1 - 10/l 

5/16 - 6/30 

6/l - 10/15 

6/20 - 1 l/l 

6/16 - 8/15 

6/l - IO/31 

S,H 7/10 - 9/30 

W 7/10 - 9/30 

S,H 7/10 - 9/30 

S,H 7/10 - 9/30 

S,H 

S,H 

W 

S,H 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

*Silverton allotments were previously covered in the Gunnison Basin-American Flats/Sllverton EIS 1982. 

Source : BLM Data 1984. 



APPENDIX NINE-I 

RANGE ASSUMPT IONS 

Season-of-Use-Assumptions and Determinations 

Critical Periods 

Grass Low Med I urn High 
season elevation elevation elevation 

c (>8,000 ft) 

cool 3/l - 4/15 4/15 - s/15 5/l - s/31 

Warm 4/15 - 5/15 5/i - 5/30 5/15 - 6/15 

Stfpulations 

1. Spring use will not be permitted on native ranges during the crltical period 

unless: 

A. A grazing system Is implemented which provides critlcai period rest once 

every three years (ml n Imum) ; 

8. A spring use pasture, i.e., crested wheatgrass seeding, is developed to 

absorb grazing use in maetlng the rest requirement, 

2. Crazing use during any portion of the critlcai period ~111 be i?mlted to no more 

than 30 percent of the total preference and no more than 50 percent ut 19 izatlon of the key 

forage species current seasonls growth for that critical period will be permitted, 

3. Season-of-use on category %lw and wC*l allotments rlll remsIn the same as 

currently pennltted until monitoring data indicate a change is necessary. At that time, 

season-of-use criteria wii I then apply. 

4. it Is assumed that range readiness wlli occur at the end of the critical period 

and 0ca.rs when: 

A. 4” to 6” green leaf on cool season key forage spaciesO Some key cool season 

species might Include. 

a. Indian rlcegrass--0ryzopsis hymenoides 

b. Junegrass--Koieria cristata 

c. Squlrreltai I--SitanIon hystrix 

d. Needle and thread-dtlpa comata 
8. Crested wheatgrass--Agropyron cristatum 

B. Soil mantle Is dry and firm. 

5. Range readiness criteria (no. 4 above) wil I apply to seedings. 

9-i-l 



APPENDIX TEN 

COMMENTS ON THE ORAFT RMP/ElS 

AND RESPONSES TO CCfMENTS 

Appendix Ten of the Final RMP/ElS includes a copy of al I the written comments on the 

DEIS, oral testimony presented at the public hearings held In Durango, Colorado (June 25, 

1984); Cortez, Colorado (June 26, 1984); Nucla, Colorado (June 27, 1984); Golden, Colorado 
(June 28, 1984 1; and Monticel lo, Utah (July 2, 1984); and responses to those ccmments. 

lndlvidual ccmments that required a response have a number assigned to them that 
corresponds to a response llsted in Section B of this appendix. The response number (In 

parentheses after the letter number) Is placed on the left-hand margln adjacent to the 
comment. If a part lcu lar comment Is an observat Ion or is in agreement wl th the text, no 

response has been made. 

A. Conwnts on the Draft RMP/ElS 

The letters appear in the order they wet-e received at the San Juan Resource Area 

Office. Folloufng the letters are the public hearing transcripts In the order the 

hearings were held. To reduce the total volume of reprlnted materials In the text, 

extensive attachments to some canment letters that do not raise specific issues have not 

been included. Also, the public hearing transcripts that are reprlnted do not Include all 

of the opening remarks (only Durangots are Included), as those remarks were exact i y the 

same at each hear1 ng. Those port ions of the letters and the transcripts that have not 

been reprlnted are available for public review in BLM’s San Juan Resource Area Offlce in 

Durango, Colorado. 

For ease of reference, the written comments and hearings have been listed on the 

fol lculmg pages according to source. The Index number refers to the number In the upper 

right-hand corner of each comment. Written comments have been assigned a numeral and each 

of the hearlngs was asslgned letters of the alphabet. 
13-l 



PUBL lC COMMENTS 

L l St of Contr I butors 

Indlvldual, Group, or Agency Index 

Number --- 

Alr Force, Dallas, TX- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Penny Caldwell, San Juan Basin Archaeological Society, Durango, CO- - - - 

John W. Sanders, Durargo, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

James Suckla, Cortez, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Colorado Natlve Plant Society, Ft. Colllns, CO - - - - - - - - - - 
El Ilott Bernshaw, Salt Lake City, UT- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Lucy Berardl , Los Altos, CA- - - - - - o P B m - - - - - - - 

Thomas Mat-Ian, New Mexico State Hlstorlc Preservat Ion Off leer, Santa Fe, NM- 

Chlef, Mineral Analysis Dlvlslon, Office of Surface Mlnlng, Denver, CO - - 

Richard Casey, Colorado State Unlverslty, Ft. Colllns, CO- - - - - - - 

Velma and Edward Osterfeld, Dolores, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

San Miguel County Commlssloners, Tel lurlde. CO - - - - - ‘- - - - - 
Harry Melts, Porthll I, ID - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

New Mexico State Clearlnghouse.‘Santa Fe, NM - - - - - - - - - - - 
Wllllam Hobbs, Durango, Co - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Caroline Clark, Durango, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Dorothy Newel I, Durango, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Lorraine Lane, Denver, CO - -’ - - - - - - - - - - - -  -  s -  

Charles Butler, Durango,’ CC- - - - - - - - - - - -, - -  -  a -  

Lynn Cudllp, St. Paul, MN - - - - - - - - - - - - - * -  s m  -  

Thomas Nelson, American Mlnlng Congress, Washlngton, D.C.- - - -  a -  -  

Rev. Forrest Whitman, Boulder, CO- - - - - - - - - - - B -  -  -  

Beatrice Willard, Boulder, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - *  *  m  *  

Montrose County Canmlssloners, Montrose, CO - - - - - - - B -  a -  

State Hlstorlc Preservation Officer, Colorado HIstorIcal Society, Denver, CO 
John W. Spezla, Steamboat, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Stu Bengson, United 4-WD Associations, Tucson, A2 - - - - - - m - B. 

Shirley Shepherd, Castle Rock, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - * B - 

Stanley Dempsey, Colorado Mining Assoclatlon, Denver, CO - -, - * - - B 

Nlna Johnson, Boulder, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Adellne Becay, Durango, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

George Carlson, Shel I Western E&P, Inc., Houston, TX - - - - - - - - 

Charles W&l lace, Durango, CC .- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

John Ri tchey, Ft. Lewl s Col lege, Durango, CO - - - - - - - - - - - 
James Devlne, U.S. Geological Survey, Reston, VA- - - - - - - - - - 

Patrick Tlerney, Adrlft Adventures, Ft.. Col I Ins, CO- - - - - - - - - 

Susan Graves, CU WI lderness Study Group, Boulder, CO - - - - - - - - 

Glenn Parton, Durango, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

John Domlngue, Englewood, CO. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

E. Fred Birdsall, Conoco, Inc., Denver, CO- - - - - - - - - -’ - - 
John Koel la, Boulder, Co- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Kenton L. Burns, Denver, Co- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

0 -  

a *  

0 -  

w -  

*  0 

a *  

P -  

m  . m  

0 *  

-  w 

-  -  

-  -  

B -  

-  -  

a -  

*  -  

s *  

-  -  

-  -  

-  m  

-  a 

-  *  

0 *  

-  -  

-  0 

-  -  

-  *  

-  -  

-  -  

-  B 

*  -  

-  -  

I  -  

-  -  

-  -  

-  -  

-  *  

-  ‘a 

-  -  

-  -  

-  -  

1 
.2 

3, DU 
4 

5, DE 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 
11 

12, N 

13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

‘19, DU 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24, N 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

,3l 

32 

33 
34 

35 

36 

37, DE 

38, DU 

39 

40 
41 

42 

10-2 



Indlvldual, Group, or Agency 

!  ,’ 
f. et ,I f‘ 

I 
Index 

Number 

Wll llam Koon, Frenchy’s Mountaln, Naturlta, CO - - - - - - - - 
Mark Meeks, Denver, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Vernon Valantlne, Ccforado River Board of Caltfornla, Los Angeles, CA- 
Dana Ivers, Bayfield. CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Charles Shepard, Mancos, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - 

J. P. and Maxine Johnson, Cahone, CO- - - - - - - - - 
Helen Suckla, Cortez, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mark Pearson, Colorado Open Space Councl I, Denver, CO - - - 

Michael Kel l&t, Ann Arbor, Ml- - - - - - - - - - - 

Robert E. Schreiner, Jr., Engleuood, CO- - - - - - - - 

Richard Hughes, Chevron, Denver, CO - - - - - - - - - 

James Suckla, Cortez, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Kathleene Parker, Denver, CO - - - - - - - - - - - 

Frank Clark, Farmi ngton, NM- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Richard Warnlck, Box 754, Moab, UT - - - - - - - - - 

Jerry Kempf, Colorado-Ute Electric Assoclatlon, Montrose, CO- 

Henry Wright, Durango, Co - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Daniel Poole, Wlldllfe Management Institute, Washlngton, D.C. 

Truman Young, Denver, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

C. Kenneth Pearse, Durango, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

F. B. Davey, Durango, Co- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Carl Weston, San Juan Chapter, National Audubon Society, Durango, CO - 

Carl Weston, Durango, GO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Donald Rlasko, Bureau of Mines, Denver, CO - - - - - - - - - - 

Myrna Stelnkamp, Ft. Collins, M] - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Montezuma County Commissioners, Cortez, CO- - - - - - - - - - 
Kirk Koepsel, Conlfer, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Susan Martln, Ft. Cal lins, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

George Grover, Superintendent, BIA, Southern Ute Agency, Ignacio, CO - 

Merry Havens, lndlan Peaks Group of the Sierra Club, Boulder, CO - - 

Scott Hetzler, Cortez, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Margaret Langworthy, League of Women Voters, Durango, CO - - - - - 

Mark Bagley, RIdgecrest, CA- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Lawrence Phelps, Gunnlson, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Norm Mullen, Boulder, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Servlce, Golden, CO- - - - - - - - - - 

Jim Fulton, Cortex, CU - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Michael Scott, Reglonal Dlrector, Wllderness Society, SW Reglon, Denver 

Paul Petersen, Grand Junction, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Reece Matles, Cortez, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Jack W. Scott, Hesperus, Co- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Board of Directors, SW Colorado Llvestock Assoclatlon, Cortez, CO - - 
Dr. Gary Ruggera, La Plata County Open Space CommIttee, Durango, CO - 

Nary S. Caton, Denver, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Chrls Seltz, Salina, KS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Louise Stlver, Cortez, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Indlvldual, Group, or Agency 

Wi I llam E. Bray, Redvale, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
J&n~.M~~~et,Co~+~ a----------------- 

John R. Swanson, Berkeley, CA - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Albert Spencer, burango, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Jerry Dickenson, Durango, .CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Steve Davis, Mancos, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Richard Dudley, Mancos, CC - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

, Jean McCul loch, Durango, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
John Sisk,. Juneau, AK- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Tim Wllwn;,Lewls, co- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Brad Klafehn, Montrose, CC - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
John R.’ KIrkpatrIck, Supervisor, San Juan National Forest, Durango, CO - - 
Cecil Gus&in, Dolores, CO - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - - - 
John Hlmabaugh, Phll Ijps Petroleum Co., Denver, CO - - - - - - - - - 
C. M. Moseley, Atlantic Richfleld Co., Denver, CC - - - - - - - - - 
Roberta Andersen, Amoco Rod. Co., Denver, CO- - - - - - - - - - - 
Richard Strait, USDOI, National Park Service, Rocky Mountaln Regional Offlce 

Denver, c+ - - - - - - 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0 

Sharyl Kinnear, Colorado Wilderness Network, Denver, CO - - - - - - - 
Rick Gold, USDOI, GOR, Durango Projects Offlce, Durango, CO - - - - - - 
Mr. and Mrs. Arthv Wilson, Yel IGI Jacket, CO- - - - - - - - - - - 
Jeanne Hemphl I I, Grand Junction, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Patrlcla Flint, Dolores, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Stephen Tuber, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII, Denver, CO 
Mrs. Kenneth Pearse, Durango, CO -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Robert Benton, USDOI, Flsh 6 Wfldllfe Service, Endangered Species Office, 

Salt Lake city, m - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Davld Getches, Dept. of Natural Resources, State of Colorado, Denver, CO- .- 
C. L. Wllmott, Exxon Co., Denver, CC- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Allce Frell, Rocky Mountaln 011 and Gas Assoclatlon, Inc., Denver, CO- - - 
Barry Welch, USDOI, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Albuquerque, NM - - - - - 
Teresa Seamster, Boulder, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Rick Morrel I, Durango, CO - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Richard Vollmer, Dlrector, Natural Resources Council, WashIngton, D.C. - - 
Charles H. Brownman, Western Nuclear, Lakewocd, CO - - - - - - - - - 
Martha Nesbltt, Boulder, CO- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Index 
Number 
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COMMENTS ON THE CRAFT RMP/EiS 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

B. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The numbered responses bei ow correspond to the numbers and letters in the margins of 

the comment letters and hearing transcripts in the following section. Following the 

response number is a list (shown in parentheses) of the. letter number and public hearings, 

where the cant-rents were raised. if a change to the text of the Final RMP/EiS has been 

made, it is indicated in the response. if not, the response is an attempt to ciarify,a 

portion of the text or to explain why a particular issue has or has not been ‘addressed. 

The responses have been grouped together by issue topic. -8 

Genera I 

Response No. 1 (Source: 7). BLM poi Icy states that where a si ngie landowner’s 

private land conpietely surrounds a BLM tract identified for exchange or sale, he/she 

would be offered the chance to acquire the BLM land at falr market value., 

Response No. 2 (Sources: 25-1 and 36-2). See Appendix Five, pages 5-37 through 5-39 

for management guidei I nes for ACECs (Emphasis Area L). 

Response No. 3 (Sources: 25-2 and N-8). Narrative has been changed (see FE\S, p. 

2-48). As the CRMPs are developed (an~administrative function of BLM), when needed, the 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) WI I I be provided copies for informational 

purposes. 

Response No. 4 (Source: 25-3). The nomination of individual sites or districts to 

the National Register will be given the highest priority possible given manpower and 

budget constra I nts. Also see Appendlx Four (Table 4-2). 

Response No. 5 (Source: 38). After NPS personnel canpiete the Hovenweep National 

Monument Master Plan, the BLM WI I I consider any potential changes in the RMP. A proposal 

such as this would require Congressional action and funding prior to BLM participation. 

Response No. 6 (Source: 43). The BLM Is canmi tted to a program of volunteer I sm and 

reailzes Its value. in this case, we have decided to remove both wild horse herds. See 
FEiS, page l-41 for BLMrs proposed wild horse plan. 

Response No. 7 (Source: 50-2). The BLM has not given greater weight to the count I es1 
canments than to the State of Colorado’s ccmments. If this were the case, we would not be 
recommending the Dolores River Canyon WSA as suitable for wilderness designation (Montrose 

County has spok% against that designation). We have contacted ail of the counties in the 
piannlng area and several have bone on record as being against wilderness designation. 

BLM is considering the counties’ viewpoints, along with those of the Colorado Department 
of Natural Resources, in making our recanmendat ions. 

Response No. 8 (Source: 50-6). An alternative to consider salinity control 
structures outside the WSA (as proposed in the canment) would not further benefit the 
present analysis. Because the area WI I I not be recanmanded suitable for wilderness 
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designation, it will be managed to protect the fragile soils, vegetation and water 
resources. We are proposing intensive watershed, range and wildlife management to 
improve the conditions within the total area. 

BLM does not view the proposed management as a "major conflict" and, therefore, is 
not "trading" wilderness management for watershed management. BLM does not feel that 
wilderness management is appropriate for the McKenna Peak WSA and is proposing multiple 
use management, with emphasis on watershed and erosion control. 

'Response No. 9 (Source: 50-10). The Proposed Plan contains that analysis (see 
Chapter Three, Cultural Resources). 

Response No. 10 (Sources: 50-20 and 107-4). The two tracts will be subjected to the 
environmental analysis process described in Chapter One (p. 1-13 and 1-14). I f  the 
review determines that these tracts should be retained in public ownership, they will 
not be disposed of. Sufficient detail concerning the tracts is not currently available 
to make a decision concerning disposal. Disposal methods and priorities will be deter- 
mined later, but current BLM policy gives priority to other agencies. 

Land acquisition was not a major issue in this plan and, therefore, only a few 
parcels were identified. The multiple use emphasis descriptions all provide for the 
acquisition or exchange of parcels to enhance multiple use management. Acquiring those 
sites mentioned would also enhance public values. If, through exchanges or purchase, 
these lands could be acquired in the future, BLM would probably be interested. Acquir- 
ing specific tracts implies planning on private land, which is beyond the scope of this 
RMP. 

Response No. 11 (Source: 50-U). Text changes have been made. 

Response No. 12 (Source: 50-23). We assume you are referring to the Lower Paradox 
Valley and there is no special management guidance for it--it would have a 'G' for 
General Multiple Use Management. 

Response No. 13 (Source: 60-2). See page 4-l of the Final RMP/EIS for a discussion 
of possible expansion of the Hovenweep National Monument. 

Response No. 14 (Source: 65-8). Timber and woodland management is a minor BLM 
program in this planning area and was not a major issue raised in the RMP process. The 
timber and woodland production capability classification standards are contained in BLM 
manuals and instruction memoranda. These standards are available for review in the 
Montrose District Office and Colorado State Office in Denver. The timber and woodland 
inventory data are available in the Montrose District Office and BLM staff would be 
happy to discuss the data with any members of the public. 

Response No. 15 (Source: 72-2). The letter that was sent in December 1983 asks for 
"any specific land use plans, policies, etc., that exist for your reservation that 
concern adjacent public land. If  any exist, then please furnish us with a copy so we 
may use it in our plan." 

Response No. 16 (Source: 79-l). As described in Chapter One of the FEIS, wildlife 
values will be closely reviewed prior to disposal to determine if significant habitat 
exists. I f  a determination that valuable wildlife habitat would be lost, BLM probably 
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will make the land available for disposal to a wildlife agency or may not dispose of the 
land. Each disposal action will require an environmental review with the necessary 
interagency coordination that occurs, depending on the relative significance of the 
action. 

Response No. 17 (Source: 82-3). See FEIS, page 3-21 for additional detail. 

Response No. 18 (Source: 86). The lands you identified were apparently incorrectly 
described as Township 36 North (San Juan National Forest) and we assume should be 
Township 35 N. The Emphasis Area will be changed from disposal to wildlife (Area "B"). 

Response No. 19 (Source: 100-2). BLM does not feel that acquiring the private land 
west of the Tabeguache Creek WSA would add greatly to the area's management. Public 
access is available from several different roads which pass near the area. A scenic 
easement could be pursued in the future if public use warranted spending funds, given 
the existing access. 

Response No. 20 (Source: 106-l). The FEIS (p. 2-4) describes the PSD Class I areas 
within and near the planning area. All other portions of the planning area are desig- 
nated PSD Class II. 

Response No. 21 (Source: 106-2). Energy development will be subject to site- 
specific environmental assessments on a project-by-project basis. Coal leasing will be 
analyzed in a separate environmental document at a later date. Pending specific project 
data, assessing air quality impacts would be impossible. 

Response No. 22 (Source: 106-3). BLM, which had a visual resource inventory of the 
entire planning area conducted in 1979, found Weber and Menefee mountains to be of B and 
C quality (only A quality scenery is depicted on Fig. 2-9). BLM recognizes that the two 
mountains have important scenic values. In the Proposed Plan, we will manage them for 
Visual Resource Management Class II standards (see Appendices Two in the Draft RMP and 
Five in the Final RMP). The DEIS used the existing inventory data. Site-specific 
projects that may be proposed in the future near Mesa Verde National Park will be 
assessed environmentally for their visual impacts (see DEIS, Chapter One, p. l-151. 

Response No. 23 (Sources: 70-2 and 106-6). BLM has met several times with staff 
members from Mesa Verde National Park and Hovenweep National Monument. At no time have 
specific proposals been made to change management of the public lands near these 
monuments. BLM does provide for a no-surface occupancy oil and gas leasing stipulation 
for approximately one-fourth mile around national monuments in Colorado, which has been 
in effect for several years and will be continued (see Appendix Four in the Final RMP). 
The National Park Service will complete a master plan on the monument sometime in the 
future. BLM has not seen the plan and has no idea what specific proposals the monu- 
ment personnel may have concerning surrounding public land; If  specific actions are 
recommended in the officially approved master plan for the monument, BLM could then 
undertake a plan amendment and consider those changes in the future. Pending an 
approved plan and a specific proposal', this RMP will be used. 

Response No. 24 (Source: 106-7). This RMP/EIS has been coordinated on numerous 
occasions with the BLM staff in Monticello, Utah. A Memorandum of Understanding exists 
between the two offices and is on file in BLM's San Juan Resource Area Office in 
Durango, Colorado, concerning the land use plan and the WSAs in Utah. 
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Response No. 25 (Source: 106-a). Adding several BLM employees, for whatever 
reasons, would cause insignificant economic impacts within the planning area. 

Response No. 26 (Sources: 106-9 and 116-12). The 'Les' was an error in the map 
legend and does not refer to the ACEC. The ACEC was not indicated on the Preferred 
Alternative Map due to a scheduling problem; however, it will be on the Final Proposed 
Plan Map. 

Response No. 27 (Source: 106-101. Text has been changed (see FEIS, Chapter Two, 
Recreation). 

Response No. 28 (Source: 106-11). Text has been changed (see FEIS, Chapter Two, 
Paleontology). 

Response No. 29 (Source: 108-2). Text has been changed (see Appendix Five, Lands). 

Response No. 30 (Source: 112-1). Specific achievable objectives related to each 
land use program will be developed in the site-specific activity plans to be implemented 
over the term of this.plan, which does not analyze site-specific proposals and their 
resultant impacts. That analysis will be accomplished through additional assessments 
associated with the activity plans. The opportunity for public and agency involvement 
is a constant and ongoing process in BLM's operation. 

Response No. 31 (Source: 112-7). Erosion inventories for the remaining 63 percent 
of the planning area will be completed as manpower and funds are available. The RMP 
could target a date for completing the inventory, but it is difficult to schedule future 
budget allocations. 

Response No. 32 (Source: 112-6). Potential for impacts to the 1,400 archaeologic 
and historic sites mentioned will vary significantly depending on the type of proposed 

treatment. Many of these sites will be of only minor significance; the other more 

significant sites will generally be avoided. Impacts still can occur due to trampling 
and increased access; however, inventories conducted prior to treatments and cultural 
resource monitoring during the treatments should reduce impacts. 

Response No. 33 (Source: 112-8). The level of data you request is not a requirement 
of RR level planning. When site-specific activity plans are developed, the data you 
have indicated is necessary for plann i 
specific action plans. In many cases 
actions and sources are not currently 
quality in the upper Animas River dra i 

Response No. 34 (Source: 112-9). 

ng will be gathered and 'used to develop site- 
adequate data to set priorities for specific 

available to BLM. Any improvement of water 
nage would generally benefit all resources. 

Adequate inventory data do not exist to project 
salinity reductions between alternatives. Data need to be gathered and activity plans 
developed and implemented before accurate projections can be made concerning non-point 
source salinity control. 

Response No. 35 (Source: 112-10). Text has been changed (see FEIS). 

Response No. 36 (Source: 112-11). Site-specific inventories will be conducted as 
manpower and funds are available to develop activity plans. 
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Response No. 37 (Source: 112-12). The BLM has listed in priority order its aquatic 
resource management program to those streams or rivers having the greatest potential for 
improvements. Site-specific, interagency management plans will be developed outlining 
specific management actions and inventories needed to correct resource problems, which 
does not mean that the other streams or rivers in the planning area will be ignored. 
When opportunities for actions arise, the BLM will take actions to correct problems and 
improve aquatic/riparian habitat. See Chapter Three (FEIS) for discussion of the 
impacts of intensive livestock and wildlife management. 

Response No. 38 (Source: 112-13). The criteria requested are developed during the 
site-specific action plans and are not needed for this RMP. 

Response No. 39 (Source: 112-14). The minimum flows needed to protect beneficial 
uses of the streams are also of concern to BLM. This is an ongoing program within BLM 
but not an "issue" in developing this RMP and was, therefore, not discussed. 

Response No. 40 (Source: 112-15). The ACEC was not included on the Preferred 
Alternative Map due to printing conflicts. Figure l-l was developed to show the 
proposed area; the ACEC will be shown in the Final Propose,d Plan Map. The ACEC could be 
applied to the Resource Conservation Alternative; however, the BLM chose not to do so to 
provide a broader range of alternatives. 

Response No. 41 (Sources: 112-18 and DU-1). As discussed in Appendix Seven in the 
Draft RR, the BLM is going to develop specific monitoring plans for the various 
resource programs. The plans for wildlife and range are very detailed, taking into 
consideration many of the items mentioned in your comment and are already being 
developed and will be available in the San Juan Resource Area Office. The RMP does not 
need to contain all these types of data if they are readily available. We encourage the 
public and other agencies to come to BLM and learn what we are doing and comment on 
positive improvements to our monitoring program. 

Monitoring plans for water quality and salinity reductions will be developed in 
conjunction with developing activity plans, required because of the site-specific nature 
of each watershed improvement project. Basic data collection is an ongoing process. 

Response No. 42 (Source: 116-6). See FEIS (Chapter Two). 

Response No. 43 (Source: C-l). The BLM's Proposed Plan is to specifically close the 
Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons to vehicle access, subject to valid existing 
rights. 

Response No. 44 (Source: N-l). The resources are listed according to the BLM manual 
or handbooks concerning environmental documents. 

Response No. 45 (Source: N-7). Many parcels of public land in the planning area 
have erosion problems associated with them. The intent of the RMP was to identify those 
areas where erosion problems were most significant and also management had the greatest 
potential to achieve positive results. The area mentioned by the commentator was not 
one of those priority areas. The BLM would be glad to work with individuals on specific 
problems, subject to available manpower and funds. 
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Minerals 

Response No. 46 (Source: 16-2). There is a great demand for certain mineral com- 
modities, i.e., oil, within the United States. BLM's mineral policy is to "actively 
encourage and facilitate the development by private industry of public land mineral 
resources in a manner that satisfies national and local needs and provides for economi- 
cally and environmentally sound exploration, extraction, and reclamation practices." 

Response No. 47 (Source: 17-2). The majority of the Cross, Cahone, and Squaw- 
Papoose canyon WSAs are leased for oil and gas. The purpose of this RMP is to make 
future leasing decisions. 

Response No. 48 (Source: 19-2). BLM's assessment of the mineral potential is on 
page 2-20 of the Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement. Impacts to the mineral 
resources are summarized in Table 1-11 of the FEIS. 

Response No. 49 (Source: 20-4). Under the concept of valid existing rights, pre- 
FLPMA oil and gas leaseholders can explore and develop the oil and gas resources under 
BLM's Interim Management Policy. The last column heading means "approximate percent of 
WSA covered by pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases" (see Table 2-2, Draft Wilderness Technical 
Supplement). 

Response No. 50 (Sources: 50-4, DE-4, and DE-12). See Appendix Four of the FEIS for 
a discussion of the lease tracts plus maps. 

Response No. 51 (Sources: 50-7 and DE-131. BLM doesn't feel that the exchange of 
pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases is an alternative within the scope of an RMP. In this 
particular case, it also lacks merit. Insufficient data exist to determine the quantity 
or value of the oil and gas in these leases, which are necessary to facilitate an 
exchange. Even if this data were available, similarly unleased, high potential oil and 
gas lands generally are not available. 

Response No. 52 (Source: 50-9). BLM's own mineral assessments were done on a more 
site-specific basis than USGS's Circular 902-A-P (1983). BLM feels its assessments of 
mineral potential are valid. 

Response No. 53 (Source: 50-11). BLM policy for conducting validity investigations 
fall under four criteria (Washington Office IM-83-311): (1) Patent application; (2) 
conflict with a disposal application and public interest consideration; (3) conflict 
with a Federally funded project; or (4) flagrant, unauthorized use. Validity investiga- 
tions presently would not be a reasonable investment of funds nor would they be in the 
public interest. 

Response No. 54 (Sources: 50-17, 72-1, and 119). At this stage, BLM is identifying 
lands for further consideration for possible future coal leasing. Site-specific reviews 
of these areas will occur and consider factors such as those mentioned in the comment 
prior to any future decisions to lease coal (see p. l-9 through 1-12 of FEIS). 

Response No. 55 (Source: 53). The referenced Washington Office Information Bulletin 
postdates the DEIS; however, to the greatest extent possible, the guidelines of the 
system for fluid mineral leasing will be incorporated into the FEIS. 
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Response No. 56 (Source: 59-2). There is more acreage being considered for coal 
leasing in the Nucla area than is shown on the Preferred Alternative Map, an error that 
will be corrected in the Final Plan. All public land and minerals in the KRCRA have 
been considered in the land use plan. 

Response No. 57 (Sources: 67-l and 112-16). See text changes in the FEIS (p. 2-1C 
through 2-12, and 3-54 through 3-56). 

Response No. 58 (Source: 67-2). Chapter Two of the FEIS addresses the affected 
environment. Mentioning the mineral commodities acknowledges their known or potential 
occurrences. Figures 2-la and 2-lb indicate the mineral areas of higher value (i.e., 
KGSs, KRCRAs, etc.) and were not meant to display mineral occurrence throughout the 
planning area. 

Response No. 59 (Source: 67-3). This is stated in the FEIS (p. 2-12) under Other 
Minerals, first paragraph, last sentence. 

Response No. 60 (Source: 67-4). Aside from the situation with oil and gas leasing 
in Menefee and Weber mountains, these areas are not identified as areas in which pos- 
sible coal leasing is recommended during the lo-year period of the plan. The coal 
reserves would not be "lost" --they would be available for future leasing, subject to a 
plan amendment. 

Response No. 61 (Source: 67-5). Uranium and vanadium resources would not be 
adversely affected, because development and production could take place through a Plan 
of Operations under the 43 CFR 3809 regulations. 

Response No. 62 (Source: 67-6). Adverse impacts from the no-surface occupancy 
stipulation would be the additional cost of directional drilling, as discussed in the 
FEIS (p. 3-54). Current technology would limit the development of oil and gas resources 
in areas wider than one mile where no-surface occupancy provisions would be used. 

Response No. 63 (Source: 67-7). The loss of 4.2 billion cubic feet of gas in the 
Dolores River Canyon WSA was added to the minerals discussion in the Summary in Chapter 
One (FEIS). Under the Proposed Plan, coal in Menefee and Weber mountain areas would not 
be lost, but these areas are not within the 46,000 acres identified for possible coal 
leasing in the second round sale for the San Juan Coal Region. 

Response No. 64 (Source: 67-8). See Appendix Five, page 5-12, of the FEIS for a 
description of minerals management in the Dolores River Canyon and Silverton SRMAs. 

Response No. 65 (Source: 73-l). The RMP will only identify areas for further 
consideration for coal leasing. Should an expression of interest for leasing be 
received, site-specific impacts will be addressed during the activity planning stage. 

Response No. 66 (Source: 79-21. Special stipulations pertaining to fish and wild- 
life resources may be added to the lease form. These stipulations are developed on 
site-specific bases during the activity planning stages of the coal leasing process. 

Response No. 67 (Sources: 84-1 and 84-8). Table l-2-A has been changed in the 
FEIS. Forty-six thousand acres available for exploration and development in the 
Proposed Plan should not be confused with suitable acres (see Table 1-2-A). 
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Response No. 68 (Source: 84-2). Surface owner preference letters were sent only to 
surface owners whose land is underlain by surface mineable coal (as required by BLM 
regulations). Only 4 percent of the coal in the Ourango KRCRA is recoverable by surface 
mining methods. The remaining surface landowners were not contacted concerning sub- 
surface coal mining. 

Response No. 69 (Source: 84-3). This information has been maoped and is available 
in BLM's Durango Office, the San Juan Resource Area. Some of the surface mineable coal 
is included in the 46,000 acres (mainly in the Chimney Rock area). 

Response No. 70 (Sources: 84-4, 84-8, and 120). Forty-six thousand acres is the 
area identified for possible future coal leasing; this is no indication that this 
acreage will ever actually be leased and does not directly reflect the expressions of 
industry received in 1983. 

Response No. 71 (Source: 84-5). Figures are included in the RMP; maps showing the 
areas are available in BLM's Durango Office (San Juan Resource Area). Surface owners 
were contacted where surface mineable coal is present. 

Response No. 72 (Source: 84-6). No attempt has been made to assess these specific 
impacts due to the absence of specific data concerning coal mine locations, size, trans- 
portation and mining techniques. These concerns will be addressed in site-specific 
environmental documents prior to leasing. 

Response No. 73 (Source: 84-7). The Appendix Table of Contents should read 4-B-l 
instead of 4-B-B. Stipulations are derived from pre-lease, site-specific environmental 
assessments. Adequate environmental stipulations would require the site-specific data 
to be meaningful in protecting all resources. 

Response No. 74 (Source: 100-3). Options may exist for a company or individual to 
donate a lease for a tax deduction; however, BLM has had no experience with an action 
such as this and it would have to be totally voluntary on the lessee's part. In 
addition, this would not comply with BLM's mineral policy (see DEIS, p. l-9). 

Response No. 75 (Source: 104-l). As shown in Appendix Five, minerals are a multiple 
use program described in each multiple use emphasis area within the planning area and 
are not limited to Minerals Emphasis Area "E." 

Response No. 76 (Sources: 104-2 and 105). The no-leasing category has been removed 
in the FEIS and will now be leased with a no-surface occupancy stipulation. 

Response No. 77 (Source: 106-5). BLM has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and CDOW concerning such operations and their possible effects on wildlife. The 
BLM-proposed plan reflects those consultations. 

Response No. 78 (Sources: 116-14 and N-9). Appropriate protection and management of 
paleontological resources will vary widely depending on the proposal to be undertaken in 
a given area. Appendix Five (p. 5-19) provides direction to protect the area. This 
will occur through site-specific environmental analysis completed on each action. 

Response No. 79 (Source: 118). The FEIS is being revised to comply with the Robert 
6. Lynn case (76 IBLA 384, October 27, 1983). 
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Response NO. 80 (Sources: DE-2, DE-lo, 73-2, and 82-2). The range of alternatives 
for oil and gas leasing accurately reflects 8LM policy (DEIs, p. l-9) and resource 
conditions found in the planning area. 

Response No. 81 (Source: DE-14). Where data were sufficient, estimates of oil and 
gas reserves within the USA boundaries were given in the DEIS and the Draft Wilderness 
Technical Supplement. 

Response No. 82 (Source: DE-15). See the Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement, 
Table l-l. 

Vegetation 

Response No. 83 (Sources: 5-1, 23, 68, 71-1, 74, 76, 116-13, and DE-l). The 
Research Natural Area (RNA) designation for the protection of sensitive plants and the 
occurrence of a specific plant association does not appear to be necessary. The plant 
resources are within the proposed Dolores River Canyon Wilderness Area, whose management 
will provide adequate plant protection. When a specific management plan is written for 
the wilderness area, these specific vegetation resources would be addressed. Currently, 
neither our data nor that of the Colorado Natural Heritage Inventory has documented any 
current or realistic potential threat to the area's integrity. 

The Spring Creek ACEC nomination could be counterproductive. BLM regulations and 
the Endangered Species Act are adequate to protect this area from degradation without 
designation. We have no data to indicate that the Spring Creek site is in danger from 
any BLM-permitted activities. The notoriety associated with ACEC designation may result 
in private and commercial collection activities. Collection is presently not a problem 
because the site is not well known. 

The designation of an ACEC for Lupinus crossus and Psorolea aromatica may be 
premature. Our inventory work indicates that the occurrence of these two species within 
Paradox Valley is more extensive than previously thought. Additional populations of 
Lupinus crossus have also been located in another section of the planning area. As with 
the other sites, our inventory work and that of the Colorado Natural Heritage Inventory 
have not identified any significant existing or potential threats to these populations. 
In addition to continuing inventories for these species, regular surveillance flights 
are conducted over Paradox Valley to help prevent unauthorized surface disturbance. BLM 
feels strongly that the plants should be protected and feels that current administrative 
protection is adequate to protect the plants. 

Be aware that managing ACEC and RNA areas is still subject to substantial management 
discretion and very little additional protection. For these particular sites, we cannot 
identify any clear resource management advantage to be gained by designation. In the 
future, if the situation at any of these sites changes and designation appears advan- 
tageous, it will be pursued. 

Response No. 84 (Source: 79-4). Under the Resource Conservation Alternative, 
management emphasis seeks to enhance or protect native rangeland ecology. Mechanical 
rangeland treatments or vegetative type conversions to produce forage can significantly 
alter ecological balance. Treatments that resulted in changes away from ecological 
balance (as defined by SCS range site descriptions) would be considered to have adverse 
impacts. Properly designed grazing or other natural treatments may result in improve- 
ments in ecological balance as well as increased forage production. 
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Response No. 85 (Source: 93-l). Executive Order 11988 states that: 

(d). When property in floodplains is proposed for lease, easement, right-of- 
way, or disposal to non-Federal public or private parties, the Federal agency 
shall (1) reference in the conveyance those uses that are restricted under 
Federal, State, or local floodplain regulations; and (2) attach other appro- 
priate restrictions to the use of properties by the grantee or purchaser and 
any successors, except where prohibited by law; or (3) withhold such properties 
from conveyance. 

Response No. 86 (Source: 93-2). We have no conclusive data to indicate that 
herptile populations near the McElmo RNA are in any way jeopardized by habitat modifica- 
tion. Our information indicates that the herptiles occur in the RNA and in the sur- 
rounding public lands; since the populations inside the area are not isolated, they 
should be sustainable. We do not presently have sufficient justification to warrant 
enlarging this area. 

Response No. 87 (Source: 112-2). The stated range conditions reflect changes in the 
native ecology. Nearly all the lands have been altered to some degree by cumulative 
impacts of past activities. Because of the harsh ecological and climatic conditions, 
natural regeneration and recovery are expected to take many years. For example, pinyon- 
juniper woodlands might take 300 years to reach "excellent" ecological condition 
(equivalent to a natural climax plant community). Differences in recovery rates are 
accounted for by differences in investments in additional forage production (land treat- 
ments), differing levels of intensive management, and differing management emphases with 
regard to maintaining or improving native rangeland ecology. 

Wildlife 

Response No. 88 (Source: 10-2). Maintaining undisturbed tracts of diverse habitats 

for scientific value was not a planning issue and, therefore, was not considered in the 
RMP. 

Response No. 89 (Sources: 14-l and 65-2). A new table, which lists plants and 
animals that have potential for occurrence of threatened and endangered or candidate 
species within each of the eight WSAs, will be added to the final wilderness document. 
The Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement did not list these species. Only species 
listed by the USFWS are addressed, because they are legislatively mandated. By policy, 
BLM also attempts to protect and manage an additional ten species that are of concern to 
the State of Colorado. Known winter habitat for bald eagles occurs in the McKenna Peak 
and the Dolores River Canyon WSAs. Known hunting habitat for peregrine falcons occurs 
within the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs. The Dolores River Canyon WSA also has known 
populations of the USFWS's candidate species Erigeron kachinensis, as well as popula- 
tions of plant species that are of concern to the State of Colorado. 

Response No. 90 (Source: 65-3). Executive orders 11990 and 11988 concerning aquatic 
and riparian habitat provide BLM with authority and direction to protect riparian areas 
from various forms of activity that might degrade the resources. BLM is instituting 
monitoring studies on those identified problem areas. Most riparian areas with problems 
thought to be related to grazing activities are within intensive ("I") management 
category allotments. As AMPS are developed, these problems will be addressed. 
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Wildlife program funds for vegetation treatments to enhance forage production would 
generally be used only in wildlife emphasis areas (designated "6" on alternative maps). 
Specific management guidance for these areas under the Proposed Plan (see Appendix Five, 
p. 5-7) would limit livestock use where needed to provide sufficient forage for big game 
species and would limit total use on forage species to protect highly preferred species 
of forage plants. 

Response No. 91 (Source: 77-2). The best information available indicates that 
within the areas with potential big game-livestock forage conflicts, in the past five 
years, elk populations have increased by 8 percent and deer populations have increased 
by less than 3 percent. While elk use patterns in the area have definitely shifted, we 
have no data to indicate that wildlife use on BLM lands has increased overall beyond the 
8 percent elk population increases. 

After joint consultation with grazing permittees and Colorado DOW (CDOW) personnel, 
after all agreed to estimates of elk numbers, calculated forage demand by elk in all 
cases was within estimated carrying capacity. However, when considered with livestock 
use, total use apparently exceeds estimated capacity. Deer numbers were derived from 
CDOW sampling data. In several areas, estimates of deer forage demand exceed estimates 
of capacity. Monitoring studies are being initiated in all areas of potential 
livestock-big game conflicts to determine the amounts and types of reductions that may 
have to be made. Where monitoring data indicates reductions are needed, the domestic 
livestock and wildlife will probably share that reduction, depending on data results 
gathered. 

Response No. 92 (Source: 79-3). Protecting peregrine falcon habitat does not vary 
at all by alternative. The DEIS (p. 3-5, paragraph 3) refers to coal development 
potential foregone within the Durango KRCRA. The text has been changed in the FEIS to 
reflect the revised unsuitability assessment. 

Response No. 93 (Source: 116-1). Given limitations on document length, detailed 
analysis was necessarily limited. However, cumulative impacts of private land develop- 
ment, along with loss of wildlife habitat due to projected developments on BLM land, 
were discussed in Chapter Three. CDOW is routinely consulted on wildlife-related plans 
and is a major cooperator on projects developed to benefit wildlife. 

Response No. 94 (Source: 116-2). CDOW will be consulted during site-specific 
analysis to evaluate wildlife impacts from proposed land disposal actions. An environ- 
mental assessment would be prepared for each disposal action. 

Response No. 95 (Sources: 51-3 and 116-3). Managing the McElmo RNA will be 
addressed in a site-specific activity plan to be developed as soon as funding is 
provided, after the FEIS is approved. The mineral withdrawal is proposed to be lifted 
due to lack of locatable mineral potential. No-surface occupancy stipulations for oil 
and gas operations would be maintained. The present range of alternatives is adequate 
for the RNA. 

Response No. 96 (Source: 116-5). I f  the Dolores River Canyon WSA is not designated 
wilderness by Congress, protective RNA status for the rare plant habitat in Coyote Wash 
could then be considered and established as a normal function of BLM management and 
planning system maintenance. 
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Response No. 97 (Source: 116-7). See changes in Chapter One (Table l-4). Based on 
consultation with the COOW regional biologist and District wildlife managers, those 
dates would be most appropriate considering local habitat and climatic conditions. 

Response No. 98 (Source: 116-8). Merriam's turkey, along with many other native 
wildlife species, were not listed because they currently inhabit public lands in the 
planning area. Page 5-5 of the DEIS states that BLM will cooperate with CDOW in 
reintroducing species. 

Response No. 99 (Source: 116-9). Table 2-13 reflects stream survey data completed 
by BLM in 1984. The upper reaches of Tabeguache Creek generally maintain a year-round 
water flow. 

Response No. 100 (Source: 116:lO). The statement that impacts would be similar 
means 'of a similar nature." Those differences in results that could be estimated or 
measured have been enumerated in Chapter Three. 

Response No. 101 (Source: C-2). BLM has knowledge of the peregrine falcons 
associated with the Mesa Verde National Park area. Protective oil and gas stipulations 
have been previously used to protect the adjacent public land. The greatest protection 
is the steep topography surrounding the site. 

Range 

Response No. 102 (Sources: 4-1, 20-5, 65-5, 69, 77-1, 80, and 83-l). Present 
estimated capacity in livestock AUMs displayed in Appendix Table 9-E is based on data 
obtained from the vegetation inventory (see Appendix Nine-G). Appendix Table 9-I-l 
shows the procedure for arriving at AUM numbers displayed in Appendix Table 9-E and is 
used as baseline data for alternative analysis. (See the Final RMP for these 
appendices' changes.) It is BLM policy to adjust livestock use levels by methods 
described on pages 1-15 through 1-17 of the FEIS. 

Response No. 103 (Sources: 37-3, 50-13, 52-2, 82-2, 107-3, DE-g, and N-5). Three of 
the four alternatives examined result in improved range condition over the long term 
(see figs. 3-l through 3-4). The range of alternatives reflects viable options 
consistent with BLM policy and also is within NEPA requirements. 

During the life of the land use plan (10 years) or over the long term (20 years), it 
is not technically feasible or economical to expect improved range condition on every 
acre. Major reasons for this include one or more of the following: (1) under present 
climatic conditions, vegetation change may require periods exceeding 40 years; (2) 
vegetation change may require manipulation or treatment that may not be economical or 
feasible and; (3) some areas may have lost their natural potential to improve hecause of 
soil loss or competition from undesirable plant species, unless new technology is 
developed. For example, a site with shallow soils producing a dense stand of cheatgrass 
under low rainfall may not produce forage associated with good ecological condition in 
the next 40 plus years. Such sites are also very risky candidates for mechanical treat- 
ments such as seeding. 

Response No. 104 (Sources: 4-2, 49-1, and 85). The BLM relies on the technical 
expertise and professional judgment of its employees in formulating resource management 
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guidance. The inventory team was trained and supervised by professional range conserva- 
tionists whose participation in the program ensured quality data. 

Response No. 105 (Source: 49-2). Current BLM policy related to developing grazing 
EISs and RMPs is intended to satisfy our court-ordered obligations, which require a 
detailed level of data and site-specificity for each allotment necessary to make 
grazing-related planning decisions and impact analysis. 

Response No. 106 (Sources: 50-14 and N-61. See text changes in the FEIS (under the 
No Grazing Subalternativel. 

Response No. 107 (Source: 50-15). Of approximately 14,400 acres of new vegetation 
treatments, 3,050 acres of new treatments would be in the pinyon-juniper vegetation type 
(see Appendix Table 9-F in the Draft RMP and FEIS, p. 3-60 and 3-61). Approximately 
23,800 acres (see Appendix Table 9-F in the Draft RMP) would be maintained during the 
planning period. Approximately one-third to one-half of this acreage is in the pinyon- 
juniper type. 

Response No. 108 (Source: 50-16). See Monitoring Livestock Use Adjustments (Chapter 
One, p. 1-16 through l-17) for narrative concerning carrying capacities and future 
development concerning the Rangeland Program Sunary. 

Response No. 109 (Source: 54-2). Due to time constraints, access problems and rough 
terrain, some allotments, including South Mountain No. 7043, were inventoried by crews 
ferried by helicopter. 

Response No. 110 (Source: 55-2). The Proposed Plan includes considerable action to 
improve vegetation conditions and increase forage production on the public lands. Table 
l-5 shows estimated improvement costs necessary to implement grazing management on 
allotments within the planning area. Grazing systems outlined in Appendix Nine-C-l (see 
the Draft RMP) will be developed through activity planning. Livestock adjustments will 
occur through monitoring efforts (p. l-161 and season-of-use based upon critical periods 
(see Appendix Nine-I-l in the Final RMP) will be established. Separately or in combina- 
tion, these efforts are necessary to properly manage the vegetation resource. 

Response No. 111 (Source: 61-1). Appendix Table 9-E (see the Final RMP) shows 
estimated capabilities by allotment by alternative. Page 9-E-7 in the Final RMP 
summarizes and shows comparisons in change from current active preference and three-year 
average actual use. 

Response No. 112 (Source: 61-2). This was merely a determination that the current 
three-year use (actual or licensed1 is as indicative of the livestock operation trends 
in each allotment as a five- or even ten-year period would be. 

Response No. 113 (Source: 61-3). This information is presented on p. 2-14 through 
2-17 of the FEIS. 

Response No. 114 (Source: 61-4). As indicated on page 1-17, locations of various 
grazing systems and range improvements will be developed through the AMP process rather 
than through this RMP. See Chapter One and Appendix Seven (in the Draft RMP) for 
monitoring descriptions. BLM regularly coordinates its monitoring and other multiple 
use programs with CDOW. 
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Response No. 115 (Source: 61-5). Under the Resource Utilization Alternative, live- 
stock use is projected to increase by +29 percent (from current active preference) and 
by +44 percent (from 3-year actual use) as shown on page 9-E-7 (see the Final RMP). 
Page 9-E-l explains our assumptions in gaining additional livestock AUMs. Chapter One 
(Tables l-5 and l-6) show additional improvements relative to other alternatives. By 
increasing forage, these improvements would result in both livestock and big game 
increase; however, our proposed decision is to maintain, not increase, big game numbers. 

Response No. 116 (Source: 61-61. Information in Chapter Three (Table 3-2, Table 
3-4, the narrative on p. 3-49, and Table 3-8) were used to develop Appendix Table 9-E 
(see the Final RMP), which is a summary of all alternatives and compares the three-year 
average use with total use proposed for each alternative. 

Response No. 117 (Source: 65-4). 8LM is recommending intensive management to 
improve livestock management and vegetative conditions (see Summary, Proposed Plan). 

Response No. 118 (Source: 65-6). For categorical procedures, see FEIS, page 1-16. 
Categories are subject to change when acquired data indicate a need. 

Response No. 119 (Source: 65-7). Transfers of grazing preference are governed by 
current regulations. 

Response No. 120 (Source 77-3). For assumptions used in developing Appendix Table 
9-E, see page 9-E-l of the Final RMP. 

Response No. 121 (Source: 77-4). The 33% adjustment shown in the Summary and in 
Table 9-E was derived from the vegetation inventory methods described in Appendix Nine-G 
of the Final RMP. See also Response No. 101. 

Response No. 122 (Source: 77-5). It is not our intent to eliminate or drastically 
reduce spring use. However, this use will be regulated as shown in Appendix Nine-I 
(Range Assumptions). 

Response No. 123 (Source: 83-21. As both grazing and recreation are recognized 
components of the BLM's multiple use management system, a balance between the two is 
strived for. 

Response No. 124 (Sources: 88-l and 106-4). The public lands adjacent to Mesa Verde 
National Park have been available for livestock grazing for many years. BLM is not 
proposing to increase the use but to maintain present use levels (see Appendix Nine-E in 
the Final RMP). We have no knowledge of past use problems requiring the need for 
additional fencing, but, if needed in the future, joint discussion with NPS personnel 
would be undertaken. Parts of the boundary are currently fenced, with topography 
greatly limiting use in many other areas. 

Response No. 126 (Source: 112-3). See range improvements, page 1-17 for priority 
ranking. 

Response No. 127 (Source: 112-41. See Table 9-D-2 in the Draft RMP and see Chapter 
One, Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives (DEIS, p. 1-15 through l-17). 
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Response No. 128 (Source: 112-5). See range improvements, page 1-17 and assump- 
tions, Appendix Nine-I (in the Final RMP). See Appendix tables 9-D-2 and 9-D-3 in the 
Draft RMP and Emphasis Area A, livestock management;~. l-20. Additional analysis is 
contained in the various resource components throughout Chapter Three. 

Recreation 

Response No. 129 (Sources: 12, 20-2, and 54-l). Decisions regarding site-specific 
actions adjacent to the Dolores River are not being formulated as part of this planning 
process. Planning for construction sites and facilities on the Dolores River is cur- 
rently being analyzed as part of the Dolores Project-McPhee Dam development complex. 
The Definite Plan Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the Dolores Project 
calls for development of whitewater boating access sites on the Dolores River below 
McPhee Dam. This development action is separate from the San Juan-San Miguel plan (see 
FEIS, p. 2-36 through 2-40). Additionally, more site-specific planning on Dolores River 
recreation sites with public input will follow the completion of the RMP. 

However, site-specific management actions on the Dolores River will be guided by 
direction determined in the plan and by commitments previously made as part of the 
Dolores-McPhee Project. For example, future site development between Gypsum Valley and 
Bedrock will obviously be influenced by potential wilderness designation of the Dolores 
River Canyon WSA or by the availability of boatable water released from McPhee Dam. 

BLM's primary recreation management goal is to ensure the continued availability of 
outdoor recreation opportunities that the public seeks and that are not readily avail- 
able from other public or private entities. Intensive development may be provided in 
areas where recreation opportunities not available from other public or private entities 
would be denied to the public, or where there is significant need for BLM management due 
to resource damage, visitor health and safety problems, and resource user conflicts 
involving recreation. 

Response No. 130 (Source: 13-2). Approximately 90 percent of the planning area is 
designated "open" to motorized vehicle use, which means there are no restrictions on ORV 
enthusiasts in "open" areas. 

Response No. 131 (Source: 13-3). There are no provisions made in the plan for "play 
ORV areas" because the issue was never raised during the planning process. 

Response No. 132 (Source: 35). Refer to Response No. 128. Site-specific actions, 
such as development of drinking water and sanitary facilities, will be addressed in more 
detailed planning documents, beyond the scope of this plan. 

Response No. 133 (Sources: 37-4, 41, 50-19, 51-2, 7i-3, 73-2, 88-1, DE-8, and N-4). 
BLM's ORV regulations require all public lands to be designated as "open," "limited," or 
"closed." The objectives of these regulations are (1) to protect the resources of the 
public lands; (21 to promote the safety of all users of those lands; and (3) to minimize 
conflicts among various uses of those lands. 

Without identified conflicts or problems, there is no need to arbitrarily restrict 
motorized activity. The range of restrictions exhibited in the alternatives adequately 
reflects documented conflicts or violations of the ELM's ORV management objectives and 
mitigates any such identified problem situations. 
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Response No. 134 (Source: 50-18). The Resource Conservation Alternative contains a 
proposal for a mineral withdrawal on the Dolores SRMA as was presented in September 1983 
(see Appendix Five, Emphasis Area C, Minerals). 

Response No. 135 (Source: 50-21). The recreation program is the lead program in BLM 
for RNAs. 

Response No. 136 (Source: 116-11). The ONA is 3,100 acres. The 560 acres was 
proposed for a mineral withdrawal. 

Wilderness 

Response No. 137 (Source: 1). BLM will address issues, such as low level military 
flights, in the Wilderness Management Plan following an area's designation as wilderness 
by Congress. 

Response No. 138 (Sources: 2, 3, 5-2, 6, 13-1, 15, 16-1, 17-1, 18-1, 20-3, 22, 24-2, 
26, 28, 30, 31, 33, 34, 37-1, 39, 40-1, 42, 44, 47, 50-5, 51-1, 52-1, 55-1, 58-2, 59-1, 
60-1, 62-2, 65-1, 70-1, 71-2, 73-3, 75, 78, 81, 82-1, 87, 88-2, 89, 90, 91, 92-1, 94-2, 
95, 96, 97, 98, 100-1, 104-3, 107-1, 110, 112-17, 116-4, 117, 121, 124, DU-2, DE-3, 
DE-5, DE-6, DE-11, and N-2). 

The Dolores River Canyon WSA (the Wilderness Manageability Alternative listed in the 
Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement, p. l-9) is being recommended as preliminarily 
suitable for wilderness designation, primarily because it possesses highly outstanding 
characteristics for primitive and unconfined recreation, solitude, and naturalness, as 
well as scenic grandeur and superb wilderness characteristics. . It is a nationally 
unique area and is worthy of preservation in its natural state, In addition, the Bureau 
of Reclamation's salinity control project proposal (see FEIS, Chapter Two, for 
additional description) could be‘accommodated within the proposed suitable area (see BOR 
Letter 108 and Response No. 151). 

(1) Formerly a Wild and Scenic River candidate as recommended by an interagency 
study report in 1976 and recommended to Congress for protection on several occasions; 

(2) Outstanding primitive and unconfined recreation opportunities associated with 
the river, canyons, and mesas; 

(3) Unique plant and animal communities found within the WSA that contain 
threatened and endangered species habitat; and 

(4) Extremely diverse topography and geology that lends to the creation of out- 
standing scenery, vistas and excellent solitude opportunities. 

This unique combination of factors, found only in the Dolores River Canyon WSA, 
creates the specific need and rationale for BLM to recommend this area as preliminarily 
suitable for wilderness designation. 

A total of 28,539 acres would be recommended--the acreage and boundaries listed in 
the Wilderness Manageability Alternative and Preferred Alternative in the Draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement (April 1984). A wilderness management plan will be 
developed following the area's designation by Congress. 
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Nonsuitable--Specific Rationale--Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs. 
These WSAs would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness‘designation based on the 
following reasons: 0 

(1) All three WSAs have manageability problems because of numerous pre-FLPMA oil 
and gas leases, encumbering an average of approximately 42 percent of the public land 
within these WSAs (see maps and narrative in Appendix Four); they also contain numerous 
unpatented mining claims. There is a moderate to high probability that some of the pre- 
FLPMA leases or mining claims will be developed during the term of the plan. 

(2) They do not contain nationally significant values (scenery, T&E habitat, and 
recreation) unique enough for wilderness designation. Although their cultural resources 
are unique, these cultural values, along with the other primary values identified (road- 
less, wildlife, etc.), will be properly managed in consonance with other resources 
including livestock grazing, aquatic/riparian habitat, and minerals. 

Nonsuitable--Specific Rationale--Weber and Menefee mountains, McKenna Peak, and 
Tabeguache Creek WSAs. These WSAs would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation based on the following reasons: 

(1) The values contained in each area (i.e., scenery, wildlife habitat, etc.) are 
not nationally significant enough for inclusion in the NWPS. While they may be locally 
or, in some cases, regionally important, to be suitable for recommendation, BLM feels 
that these areas should contain a substantial amount of nationally significant values to 
be recommended for inclusion in the NWPS. 

(2) The management proposed by BLM is the most appropriate use of the land and 
would protect the sensitive resources found in each area. 

(3) The majority of the primary values identified (roadless, visual, wildlife 
habitat, etc.) by the public can be managed in a nonwilderness alternative management 
scheme through professional application of the principles of multiple use management. 

(4) Weber Mountain WSA has four pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases (see Appendix Four, 
Table 4-3) with known oil and gas production. A KGS is located at its northern 
boundary, which raises concerns as to its future management. Developing these leases 
(which has a low to moderate probability to occur) would severely affect the values 
contained in the area. 

(5) Tabeguache Creek WSA is a sensitive area ecologically and archaeologically. 
Protecting the wildlife and archaeological values can be accomplished by designating the 
canyon as an Outstanding Natural Area (ONA). Recreation use may be incompatible with 
this proposed management direction. Visitor use of the area may be limited only to 
educational and scientific purposes; a management plan would be written after the area 
is designated an ONA and would consider those uses. The integrity of the main canyon 
will also be protected by an ORV closure and no-surface occupancy stipulations for oil 
and gas leasing. 

(6) These four WSAs would not significantly expand wilderness opportunities within 
a day's driving time of major population centers, because there are significant 
designated wilderness areas in the immediate region (see Appendix Three-A of the Draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement). 
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These seven areas met the basic definition of WSAs and were therefore identified as 
WSAs; however, they do not contain nationally significant values to the same degree, 
extent, or combination of those found in the Dolores River Canyon WSA or other areas 
previously recommended suitable within BLM's Montrose District. 

Therefore, it is BLM's recommendation that these seven WSAs do not warrant inclusion 
into the NWPS; they would be managed under BLM's Interim Management Policy for WSAs 
until the wilderness review process is completed. 

Response No. 139 (Sources: 10-1, 18-2, 20-1, 36-1, 37-2, 50-8, 62-1, 75, 88-2, 94-1, 
107-2, DE-7, and N-3). During the BLM's wilderness inventory process, the upper three 
miles of Coyote Wash and Nyswonger Mesa were eliminated from further wilderness resource 
consideration due to the presence of maintained roads and seismic bulldozing scars. 
There is no new information that indicates that the inclusion of these areas would add 
to the manageability or improve the wilderness resource values of those lands within the 
portion of the Dolores River Canyon WSA recommended suitable for wilderness 
designation. During the wilderness inventory process, no formal appeals were made to 
the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) concerning these lands. 

For more information on Tabeguache Creek, McKenna Peak, Weber and Menefee mountains, 
and Cahone, Cross, and Squaw/Papoose canyon WSAs, see Response No. 141. 

Response No. 140 (Source: 14-2). There are other WSAs in the Montrose District 
which were not included in the San Juan-San Miguel RMP/EIS. These WSAs have been, or 
will be, studied through other land use plans. Draft recommendations are planned to be 
completed by 1986. 

Two wilderness EISs have been completed within the Montrose District. The 
Powderhorn Instant Study Area FEIS was completed in 1984, resulting in 43,311 acres 
being recommended to Congress as suitable for wilderness designation. This area is 
currently being considered for designation by Congress. The Gunnison Basin/American 
Flats-Silverton DEIS was completed in 1982; the Preferred Alternative of this DEIS 
recommended as suitable: 

WSA Inventory Number Acreage 

Red Cloud Peak 
Handies Peak 
American Flats 
Weminuche Contiguous 
Whitehead Gulch 
Needle Creek 

(CO-030-208) 11,140 
(CO-030-241) 7,120 
(CO-030-217) 1,505 
(CO-030-2388) 375 
(CO-030-2308) 4,115 
(CO-030-2298) 4,100 

Two WSAs are contiguous to WSAs currently being studied in the Grand Junction 
Resource Management Plan, scheduled to be issued as a Draft RMP/EIS in the spring of 
1985. Three WSAs remain to be studied: Gunnison Gorge (CO-030-353), 19,500 acres; 
Adobe Badlands (CO-030-37OB), 10,560 acres; and Camel Back (CO-030-353), 10,900 acres. 
These three WSAs (totaling approximately 41,000 acres) will be studied as part of the 
Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS scheduled for completion in September of 1986. 
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Response No. 141 (Sources: 19-1, 29, and 45). The boundary of the Dolores River 
Canyon WSA is correctly portrayed as, shown on the map on page l-10 of the Draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement; the map on page 2-22 is not the official BLM map of the 
WSA boundary and will be corrected in the Final Wilderness EIS. Therefore, no addition 
was made to the WSA boundary. The original topographic map of the WSA boundary is in 
the Permanent Documentation File in ELM's Montrose District Office, 2465 South Townsend, 
Montrose, Colorado. 

This WSA boundary does not "cut off the land owner's access to his own lands in 
Section 31." The present way is impassable to four-wheeled vehicles but is open to foot 
and horse access. In a meeting between the landowner and BLM in June 1984, the land- 
owner stated that he did not require motorized vehicle access to his land in Section 31 
and that he preferred to use the way as a stock driveway for his cattle. For more 
discussion about the Bureau of Reclamation's letter, see Response No. 152. 

Response No. 142 (Source: 21). This information is contained in Appendix Three-A 
and on pages 2-l and 2-2 of the Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement. 

Response No. 143 (Source: 24-l). While wilderness resource management may be 
restrictive to some of the multiple use programs, the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 recognized wilderness as a component of multiple use management on the 
public lands. 

Response No. 144 (Source: 36-1). Following designation of the Dolores River Canyon 
WSA as wilderness by Congress, BLM will prepare a wilderness management plan, which will 
address commercial outfitters and the need, if any, to allocate use by river runners, 
both private and commercial. 

Response No. 145 (Source: 40-2). The term "vehicle way" is defined specifically in 
the BLM's Wilderness Inventory Handbook, derived from Congressional hearings held in 
conjunction with the formulation of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
of October 21, 1976. A vehicle way and roadless are defined as: 

The word 'roadless' refers to the absence of roads which have been 
improved and maintained by mechanical means to insure relatively regular and 
continuous use. A way maintained solely by the passage of vehicles does not 
constitute a road. 

Response No. 146 (Source: 50-3). The WSAs do qualify for consideration; however, 
BLM does not feel that they have the degree of outstanding qualities to actually qualify 
to be recommended to Congress as preliminarily suitable for inclusion in the NWPS. 

Response No. 147 (Sources: 50-l and 60-3). As described on page 3-l of the Draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement, diversity in the NWPS is but one of several factors 
considered by BLM (see Table 3-A). BLM has complied with the appropriate regulations; 
it does not count "votes' but provides opportunities for all of the public to partici- 
pate in the process before making decisions or recommendations. 

Response No. 148 (Sources: 50-8 and 50-12). See Responses No. 141 and 142. In 
addition, the areas on Skein Mesa and Davis Mesa were not included in the WSA because of, 
past road development and uranium and oil and gas exploration. No formal appeals were 
received during the wilderness inventory process on any of these lands adjacent to the 
then-proposed WSA boundary. 
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The road constructed between Cross and Cahone canyon WSAs was built for Pioneer- 
Uravan by Daniel Dalrymple, not,Phillips Uranium. Phillips Uranium's exploration 
activity was conducted in a nonimpairing manner. The road built for Pioneer-Uravan was 
not discovered for several months after it was constructed. Other mining activity (pre- 
FLPMA uranium mining) had occurred below this road construction; thus, the area was 
eliminated from further wilderness resource consideration. This area between Cross and 
Cahone canyon WSAs was not formally appealed during the wilderness inventory process. 

Resource No. 149 (Source: 58-l). Deletions in the land proposed suitable for 
wilderness designation (Proposed Plan) for the Dolores River Canyon WSA were not based 
on mining claims. The 913 acres deleted were to increase the manageability of the 
proposed wilderness area by reducing potential conflicts with private land (patented 
mining claims) and ORV use. See also Response No. 141. 

Response No. 150 (Source: 84-9). Should Menefee Mountain WSA be designated by 
Congress as wilderness, 8LM would attempt to acquire the private inholding if the land- 
owner were willing to exchange or sell his/her land. 

Response No. 151 (Source: 92-2). As a result of a Congressionally approved boundary 
adjustment, the West Needles Contiguous, Needle Creek, Whitehead Gulch, and Weminuche 
Contiguous WSAs are now under the San Juan National Forest's administration (see 
Appendix One in the Draft RMP) and have been recommended as preliminarily suitable for 
wilderness designation. 

Response No. 152 (Source: 108-l). The WSA boundary cannot be redrawn by BLM to omit 
the eastern l/4 of Section 31 (160 acres). Only Congress can make the decision as to 
which lands are officially released from further wilderness consideration once they have 
been designated a WSA (stated in Section 603 of FLPMA, October 21, 1976). However, the 
Bureau of Reclamation can work directly with BLM through the normal ROW process. The 
BLM's Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP) 
dated July 12, 1983, states: 

New rights-of-way may be approved for temporary or permanent uses that 
do not satisfy the nonimpairment criteria only under the following con- 
ditions: . . . (c) In cases of non-Federal land where the BLM has deter- 
mined that application to the nonimpairment standard would unreasonably 
interfere with the enjoyment of the landowner's rights . . . (pg. 20; 
3. Right-of-Way Corridors). 

Omitting 160 acres of the WSA would take Congressional action, which would not meet 
the present time frame of 1987 (as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation). Issuing a 
ROW, as described in the IMP, would meet the deadline and is found to have less impact 
in the long term (after completing the EA) on wilderness and other resource values. 

The official topographic map in ELM's Permanent Documentation File was shown to the 
Bureau of Reclamation staff in Montrose, Colorado, in June 1984. It was explained to 
their staff that the map on page l-10 of the Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement cor- 
rectly portrays the boundary of the Dolores River Canyon WSA. See also Response No. 149. 
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Response No. 153 (Source: 122-1). The commentator has confused the BLM's "Interim 
Management Policy" (IMP1 for wilderness study areas (WSAs) and the development of this 
RMP for this area. The IMP will be in effect pending Congressional action on the WSAs. 
The RMP will provide the long-term guidance concerning future management after 
Congressional action on the WSAs. The table on page l-36 (DEIS) was not meant to be a 
priority listing of land uses proposed for the areas; it merely describes the proposed 
multiple use emphases to be used for future management. The commentator is encouraged 
to read the multiple use description for cultural resources found (p. 5-21 through 5-24) 
in Appendix Five of the DEIS to see that restrictions on minerals are very specific to 
given areas and, generally speaking, would not greatly limit or restrict the mineral 
development in the areas. In addition, the Draft RMP did not mention locatable minerals 
on pages 3-54 through 3-56, because the BLM-proposed plan for the area should not have 
significant impacts on the locatable mineral industry. 
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